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FOREWORD 


Genocide  is  not  only  a historical  phenomenon  or  a scientific  abstraction, 
but  a severe  reality  of  our  days,  a gravest  crime  against  humanity,  which 
prevention  can  save  millions  of  human  lives.  From  this  perspective,  every 
scientific  research,  in  which  examined  are  the  regularities  of  the  genesis  of 
genocide  or  genocidal  programs,  as  is  done  in  this  monograph,  can  contribute  to 
the  choice  and  application  of  more  effective  means  of  prevention. 

One  of  the  most  important  and,  perhaps,  least  researched  aspects  of 
genocide  is  the  conceptual  explication  of  realization  of  the  role  of  a state  power. 
Among  these  problems,  the  study  of  the  process  of  preparation  of  genocide  by 
the  supreme  state  bodies  stands  out.  This  process  results  in  a state  program, 
stating  the  criminal  intent  to  commit  genocide,  and  the  means  to  realize  it. 

This  monograph  addresses  the  mentioned  issue,  exemplified  by  the 
Ottoman  Empire.  The  choice  is  conditioned  by  that  the  Ottoman  Empire  was  the 
first  state  in  the  history  of  the  mankind  to  prepare  and  perpetrate  a large-scale 
genocide. 

Based  on  diverse  factual  and  documental  material,  interpreted  from  the 
standpoint  of  contemporary  comparative  Genocide  Studies,  the  monograph 
clarifies  the  prerequisites  and  genesis  of  the  first  program  of  genocide  in  that 
multiethnic  and  multi-confessional  state;  the  circumstances,  under  which  the 
program  was  adopted,  and  its  structure.  Comparative  analysis  of  that  and  the 
subsequently  developed  programs  of  genocide  is  conducted,  and  the  regularities 
of  rewording  of  their  components  are  brought  up. 

In  the  monograph,  a special  place  is  given  to  theoretical  issues,  proposed 
are  new  conceptual  approaches  and  definitions.  The  most  notable  of  these  are  the 
conceptual-theoretical  substantiation  of  the  notion  of  proto-genocide,  and  the 
suggestion  of  the  basic  standards  of  a proto-genocidal  situation. 

The  topicality  of  this  monograph  is  obvious  both  from  the  scientific  and 
political  aspects.  The  investigation  of  genocide  as  of  the  greatest  evils  in  the  past 
and  present  of  the  mankind  is  also  urgent  from  the  practical -political  standpoint. 
From  the  point  of  view  of  scientific  investigation,  one  of  the  major  tasks  of 
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today’s  Genocide  Studies  is  - proceeding  from  the  analysis,  comparative 
investigations  of  documented  genocides,  and  summing  up  of  the  results  obtained 
- to  develop  a comprehensive  and  commonly  acceptable  theory  of  that 
phenomenon.  The  core  of  that  theory  will  be  the  concept  of  the  genesis  of 
genocidal  programs,  formulated  based  on  the  comparative  analysis  and 
summing-up  of  the  results  of  determination  of  structural  specificities  of 
genocidal  programs,  and  of  creation  of  the  latter  in  concrete  historic  and  political 
situations.  In  our  opinion,  the  results,  obtained  in  the  course  of  the  research, 
conducted  in  this  monograph,  are  a certain  contribution  to  the  definition  of  said 
concept. 

The  other  aspect,  making  the  topic  of  the  present  monograph  urgent,  is 
that  the  circumstances,  related  with  the  causes  and  specificities  of  adopting 
genocide  by  the  Ottoman  Empire  as  state  policy,  are  studied  but  little.  Out  study 
is  an  attempt  to  fill  that  gap. 

Genocide  is  the  gravest  crime,  and  those  who  prepare  and  commit  it  are 
criminals,  who  try  in  every  way  to  deny  or  conceal  the  fact  of  the  crime.  When  a 
state  chooses  to  declare  falsification  of  its  historical  past  and  negation  of  the  fact 
of  genocide  one  of  the  topmost  goals  of  its  state  policy,  thus  equating  itself  to  a 
state  that  has  committed  it  - the  impartial  and  factual  scientific  investigation, 
based  on  the  facts  of  genocide  as  part  of  historic  reality,  will  certainly  contribute 
to  its  condemnation  and  prevention,  and  thereby  acquire  a great  political  worth. 

The  primary  goals  of  the  work  are: 

based  on  archive  and  other  documental  materials  and  sources,  to 
comprehensively  study  the  specificities  of  genesis  of  the  genocidal  program 
in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  and  to  identify  its  basic  regularities; 
to  newly  interpret  and  assess  certain  periods  of  the  history  Ottoman  empire; 
to  suggest  a well-grounded  concept  of  proto-genocide. 

To  attain  these  goals,  the  author  prioritized  the  following  tasks: 
to  examine  the  process  of  formation  of  the  concept  of  genocide,  to 
emphasize  the  importance  of  studying  the  leading  role  of  a state  power  in  the 
commitment  of  genocide,  and  the  specificities  of  manifestation  of  the 
genocidal  intent  through  state  programs; 

to  examine  the  significance  of  the  Tanzimat  pro-Western  reforms  in  view  of 
the  nature  of  the  Ottoman  state; 

to  examine  the  concept  and  policy  of  “equal  attitude”  towards  Christians 
during  the  first  phase  of  the  Tanzimat  pro-Western  reforms; 
to  study  the  concept  and  policy  of  “mixing  and  merging”  towards  Christians 
during  the  second  phase  of  the  Tanzimat  pro-Western  reforms; 


to  elucidate  the  concepts  of  “Ottoman  nation”  and  “Ottoman  patriotism”, 
proposed  by  leaders  of  the  oppositional  constitutionalist  movement,  and 
reflection  of  those  concepts  in  the  first  Ottoman  constitution; 
to  identify  the  specificities  of  interrelations  between  the  constitutionalists 
and  the  Armenian  liberals; 

to  bring  up  and  study  the  role  of  the  increasing  anti-Christian  sentiments  in 
ripening  of  the  proto-genocidal  situation  as  reaction  to  the  policy  of  the 
Tanzimat  pro-Western  reforms; 

to  examine  the  reasons  for  making  the  Bulgarian  people  the  main  target  of 
the  genocidal  program  of  1876; 

to  elucidate  the  main  aspects  of  the  proto-genocidal  situation  of  1876  in  the 
Ottoman  Empire; 

to  conduct  a comparative  analysis  of  the  circumstances,  specificities  and  the 
basic  components  of  developing  genocidal  programs  of  1876  against 
Bulgarians,  and  of  1915,  1920  - against  Armenians. 

Both  the  topic  and  the  basic  issues  of  the  monograph  are  a scientific 
novelty  in  historiography  - not  only  Armenian,  but  also  foreign.  Neither  do 
works  of  identical  content  exist  in  such  a new  field  of  social  sciences  as 
comparative  Genocide  Studies,  intensively  forming  over  the  last  decade  in  the 
West,  particularly  in  the  USA. 

The  subject  of  the  investigation  is  the  genesis  of  a genocidal  program  in 
the  Ottoman  Empire.  Based  on  the  study  and  juxtaposition  of  primary  sources, 
the  author  infers  that  the  process  started  back  in  1876  as  an  attempt  of  radical 
reaction  to  the  pro-Western  reforms  in  conditions  of  abrupt  intensification  of 
anti-Christian  sentiments  among  the  ruling  Turkish  elite  and  the  Muslim 
population  of  the  empire.  The  author,  basing  on  facts  and  documents,  examines 
the  policy  of  the  Ottoman  authorities,  oriented  to  attaining  that  goal. 

The  author  of  the  research  also  explicates  the  concrete  forms  of  transition 
from  a social  reality,  where  genocide  does  not  exist  as  a fully  shaped 
phenomenon,  to  a novel  reality,  where  genocide  does  exist  as  a manifestation  of 
that  novelty.  The  methodology,  suggested  by  the  author  for  studying  this 
transition,  bases  on  the  following  approach:  having  differentiated  some 
fundamental  components  of  genocide,  to  separately  examine  the  processes  of 
their  formation.  This  allows  us  to  conduct  a complex  study  of  the  genesis  of 
genocide  on  scientific  basis.  This  approach  is  realized  by  applying  the  factor  of 
intent,  which  is  the  major  distinctive  component  of  genocide.  In  the  author's 
opinion,  the  factor  of  intent  usually  manifests  itself  as  a state  program  for 
exercising  genocidal  functions  and  actions.  Thus,  the  existence  of  such  a 
program,  adopted  or  approved  by  the  supreme  body  of  a state  power,  is 
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indicative  of  existence  of  the  key  component  of  the  phenomenon  of  genocide, 
which  means  that  the  given  state  has  started  the  transition  to  a reality,  in  which 
genocide  is  a manifestation  of  state  policy. 

In  our  research,  a number  of  other  new  views,  important  for  the  formation 
of  the  universal  theory  of  genocide,  are  brought  up  and  substantiated. 
Particularly,  it  is  noted  that  the  program  of  genocide  may  appear  not  in  one,  but 
in  several  documents,  each  solving  its  individual  problem.  Besides,  examined  are 
the  concrete  historical  conditions,  which  furthered  the  elaboration  of  several 
programs  of  genocidal  nature  by  the  leaders  of  Ottoman  Turkey. 

In  this  book,  the  concept  of  proto-genocide  is  brought  forward  and 
reasoned,  its  associations  with  the  concept  of  genocide  are  examined,  the 
differences  between  such  phenomena  as  massacre,  proto-genocide  and  genocide 
are  theoretically  substantiated;  it  is  shown  that  the  latter  are  characterized  by 
certain  successiveness,  as  was  the  case  with  the  Ottoman  Empire.  Specifically,  it 
is  underlined  that  the  fact  of  existence  of  a preliminary  state  program  of 
genocide,  in  which  the  intent  of  commitment  is  clearly  stated,  although  the 
means  and  methods  are  not  indicated,  proves  the  existence  of  a shaped  proto- 
genocidal  situation.  When  the  program  of  genocide  becomes  more  clear-cut,  in 
particular,  the  means  of  commitment  are  named,  one  may  state  that  the  transition 
to  the  policy  of  genocide  has  already  started. 

The  author  formulates  the  abovementioned  theoretical  provisions  by 
analyzing  various  periods  of  the  Ottoman  history  of  the  last  few  decades,  against 
which  background  the  process  of  genesis  of  the  phenomenon  of  proto-genocide 
is  presented  in  detail. 

In  the  study,  the  significant  role  of  anti-Christian  sentiments  in  the 
emergence  of  the  proto-genocidal  situation  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  is  put  forward 
and  proved  by  historic  facts. 

The  author  examines  the  process  of  genesis  of  the  program  of  genocide  in 
the  Ottoman  Empire  from  the  standpoint  of  comparative  Genocide  Studies.  The 
programs  of  1876,  1915  and  1920  are  differentiated  and  analyzed;  the  differences 
between  them,  as  well  as  the  tendency  and  orientation  towards  making  more 
“elaborate”  and  “profound”  some  of  the  provisions  are  indicated. 

The  chronological  frames  of  the  work  embrace  as  long  as  one  century  - 
beginning  from  the  late  20s  of  the  XIX  century,  when  the  elite  of  the  Ottoman 
Empire,  aiming  to  retain  the  power  over  its  Christian  subjects  and  to  maintain  the 
territorial  integrity  of  the  country,  initiated  by  the  pro-Western  reforms,  which 
incited  a mighty  reaction  among  the  Muslim  population  and  thus  furthered  the 
origination  of  the  first  state  program  of  genocidal  nature  against  the  Bulgarian 
people  (from  1876  till  November  of  1920),  when  the  leadership  of  Kemalist 
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Turkey,  not  satisfied  with  the  inflicted  on  the  Republic  of  Armenia  defeat, 
planned  to  radically  destroy  the  vital  forces  of  the  Armenian  people.  Thus,  the 
chronological  frames,  chosen  by  the  author,  allow  to  fully  reveal  the  causes  and 
specificities  of  genesis  of  a genocidal  program  in  Turkey. 

The  frame  of  primary  sources  of  the  work  embraces  archive  materials, 
many  of  which  are  put  into  circulation  for  the  first  time.  Of  topmost  significance 
for  this  book  were  the  rich  funds  of  the  Archives  of  Foreign  Policy  of  the 
Russian  Empire  (AFPRE)1.  Unpublished  materials  from  other  Russian2,  as  well 
as  Armenian  archives3  have  also  been  used. 

In  the  work,  widely  used  are  collections  of  archive  documents,  published 
in  different  countries  and  containing  ample  material  on  the  policy  of  the  Ottoman 
authorities  towards  Christians  in  the  period  of  Tanzimat.  Here  belong  American4, 
British5,  Austrian6,  German7,  Bulgarian8,  Turkish9,  Russian10  collections  of 
archive  documents. 


1 Arkhiv  Vneshney  politiki  Rossiyskoy  Imperii  [Archives  of  foreign  policy  of  the  Russian 
Empire],  Fund  Glavnyi  arkhiv,  11-18,  1855-1877;  Fund  Posol’stvo  v Konstantinopole; 
Fund  Kantselaria;  Fund  Kantselaria  MID). 

2 Gosudarstvennyi  Arkhiv  Rossiyskoy  Federacii  [State  archives  of  the  Russian 
Federation]  (Personal  Fund  of  N.  P.  Ignatyev),  Rossiyskiy  Gosudarstvennyi  voenno- 
istoricheskiy  arkhiv  [Russian  State  Military-Historical  Archives]  (Collection  Voenno- 
Uchenyi  Arkhiv,  7 1 Turkey). 

3 Hayastani  azgayin  arkhiv  [Armenian  National  Archives]  (Fund  450,  Haykakan  harts); 
HH  Ye.  Charentsi  anvan  grakanutyan  u arvesti  petakan  tangaran  [Ye.  Charents  State 
Museum  of  Literature  and  Art  of  RA]  (Fund  T.  Azatyan). 

4 Papers  relating  to  the  foreign  relations  of  the  United  States  transmitted  to  Congress,  with 
the  annual  message  of  the  President.  December  3,  1877.  New  York:  Kraus  Reprint 
Coiporation,  1966. 

5 British  documents  on  foreign  affairs:  reports  and  papers  from  the  foreign  office 
confidential  print.  General  editors:  Kenneth  Bourne  and  D.  Cameron  Watt.  Part  I:  from 
the  mid-nineteenth  century  to  the  First  World  War.  Series  B:  the  Near  and  Middle  East, 
1856-1914.  Editor:  David  Gillard.  Volume  2:  The  Ottoman  Empire:  revolt  in  the  Balkans, 
1875-1876.  Bethesda,  1984;  Eastern  Papers:  Correspondence  Respecting  Christian 
Privileges  in  Turkey,  London,  1856;  Reports  received  from  Her  Majesty’s  Ambassador 
and  Consuls  relating  to  the  condition  of  Christians  in  Turkey.  1867,  London,  1867. 

6 Dokumenty  za  bylgarskata  istoria  [Documents  of  Bulgarian  history].  Vol.  VI: 
Dokumenti  za  Novata  istoria  na  bylgarskia  narod  iz  Vienskite  dyrzhavni  arkhivi 
[Documents  of  the  new  history  of  the  Bulgarian  people  from  the  State  Archives  of 
Vienna]  1830-1877.  Part  II.  Coll,  by  P.  Nikov.  Sofia,  1951. 

7 Dokumenty  za  bylgarskata  istoria  iz  germanski  arkhivi  [Documents  of  Bulgarian  history 
from  German  archives]  (1829-1877).  Comp,  and  ed.  by  Khr.  Khristov  and  V.  Paskaleva. 
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A significant  portion  of  the  source  documents  constitute  Turkish 
materials;  part  of  them,  also  put  into  scientific  circulation  for  the  first  time,  is  in 
Ottoman  Turkish.  They  can  be  divided  into  a few  groups.  Understandably,  the 
publications  of  archive  documents  make  the  first  group.  They  are  important  not 
only  because  they  enabled  to  find  answers  to  the  questions  posed  in  this  research, 
but  because  Turkish  archive  documents  are  being  published  but  rarely,  the  more 
so  if  they  relate  to  the  anti-Christian  policy,  pursued  by  the  Turkish  authorities 
for  centuries 1 1 . 

Memoirs,  works,  and  interviews  of  Turkish  state  and  political  figures 
make  a separate  group  of  sources.  These  may  be  subdivided  into  two  groups.  If 
the  leading  figures  of  the  period  of  Tanzimat  - Re!  it  Pa!  a,  Ali  Pa!  a,  Fuat  Pa!  a. 


Sofia,  1963;  A documentation  of  the  Armenian  Genocide  in  World  War  I,  Ed:  W.  Gust, 
S.  Gust.  - www. Armenocide.net;  Genotsid  armyan  pered  sudom.  Sudebnyi  protsess 
Talaat  Pashi  [Armenian  Genocide  before  the  court.  Law  proceedings  of  Talaat  Pa!  a]. 
Stenographic  report.  M.,  1992;  Armyanskiy  vopros  i genotsid  armyan  v Turtsii  [The 
Armenian  question  and  the  Armenian  Genocide  in  Turkey]  (1913-1919).  Materials  of  the 
Political  Archives  of  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  Kaiser  Germany.  Yerevan,  1995. 
s Dokumenty  za  bylgarskata  istoria:  Arkhiv  na  Nayden  Gerov,  [Fund  of  Nayden  Gerov], 
vol.  1-2,  Sofia,  1931. 

9 Dokumenty  za  bylgarskata  istoria.  Vol.  3:  Documents  from  Turkish  State  Archives.  Part 
I:  1564-1872.  Comp,  and  transl.  By  P.  Dorev.  Sofia,  1940;  Dokumenty  za  bylgarskata 
istoria.  Vol.  IV:  Documents  from  Turkish  state  archives.  Part.  II:  1863-1909.  Comp,  and 
transl.  by  P.  Dorev,  Sofia,  1942;  Osmanski  izvori  za  islamizatsionnite  protsesi  na 
Balkanite  (XVI-XIX  v.)[The  Ottoman  sources  on  the  processes  of  Islamization  on  the 
Balkans  (XVI-XIX  cen.)].  Edited  by:  M.  Kalitsin,  A.  Velkov,  Yevg.  Radushev,  Sofia, 
1990;  Ulu!  ! ! demir,  Kuleli  Vak'as!  Hakk!nda  Bir  Ara!t!rma,  Ankara,  1937;  H.  !nal, 
Bosna'da  Tanzimat!n  tatbik!na  ait  vesikalar.  - Tarih  Vesikalar!,  1941-1942,  1.  Cilt,  III, 
s.374-396;  !.  Sungu,  Mahnud  Il.nin  !zzet  Molla  ve  Asakir-i  Mansure  hakk!nda  bir  att!.  - 
Tarih  Vesikalar!,  1941-1942,  1.  Cilt,  III,  s.  162-183;  Diistur,  Tabb-!  sani,  Dersaadet: 
Amire,  1282.  Diistur,  Cild-i  Evvel,  Istanbul,  1289.  A.  ! . Gbziibiiyuk,  S.  Kili,  Turk 
Anayasa  metinleri,  Ankara,  1957. 

10  Osvobozhdenie  Bolgarii  ot  turetskogo  iga  [Liberation  of  Bulgaria  from  the  Turkish 
yoke]:  documents  in  three  volumes.  Vol.  1:  Osvoboditel'naya  bor’ba  yuzhnykh  slavyan  i 
Rossia  [Struggle  for  liberation  of  Southern  Slavs  and  Russia],  1875-1877.  Edited  by  S.  A. 
Nikitin,  V.  D.  Konobeev,  A.  K.  Burmov,  N.  T.  Todorov.  Moscow,  1961. 

11  Osmanl!  belgelerinde  Ermeniler  (1915  - 1920).  Ankara,  1994;  Ar!iv  Belgelerine  Gore 
Kafkaslarda  ve  Anadoluda  Ermeni  Mezalimi.  I:  1906-1918.  Ankara,  1995;  T.  Z.  Tunaya, 
Tiirkiye'de  Siyasal  Partiler.  Cilt  I:  Ikinci  Melrutiyet  donerni,  1908  - 1918.  Geni! letilmi! 
ikinci  bask!.  Istanbul,  1988;  K.  Karabekir,  ! stiklal  Harbimiz,  Istanbul,  1959  - 1960. 
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Cevdet  Pa!  a12,  as  well  as  their  political  opponents  - the  leaders  of  the  “New 
Ottoman”  oppositional  movement  - proved  to  be  relatively  sincere  in  expressing 
their  views  and  approaches13,  then  the  leaders  of  the  later  period,  beginning  from 
their  junior  contemporary  and  “pupil”  Midhat  Pa!  a,  tried  every  way  to  veil  the 
actual  goals  of  their  policy14.  This  hypocritical  tradition  reached  its  climax  in  the 
memoirs,  left  by  “bloodthirsty”  Sultan  Abdiilhamid  II,  by  the  leadership  of  the 
Young  Turks,  as  well  as  by  the  Kemalists.  Of  course  they  knew  very  well  the 
gist  of  the  policy  they  were  following,  especially  that  of  the  mass  slaughter, 
perpetrated  towards  the  Armenian  people15. 

Some  other  collections  of  documents,  too,  turned  out  helpful  for  a more 
thorough  examination  of  the  problems  raised  in  this  book16. 

Important  are  the  scientific  publications,  essays  and  memoirs  of  witnesses 
of  the  events  in  question,  of  contemporaries,  foreigners  including,  which  contain 
factual-documental  material  with  alternative  assessments17. 


12  Belgelerle  Tanzimat:  Osmanl!  Sadr!azamlar!ndan  Ali  ve  Fuad  Pa!  alar! n Siyasi 
Vaziyyetnameleri,  Haz!rl!yan:  E.  D.  Akarl!,  Istanbul,  1973;  Aali  Pacha,  Testament 
politique.  - La  Revue  de  Paris,  1910,  T.  3,  No.  7,  p.  505-524  ; No.  9,  p.  105-124;  B. 
Lewis,  Ali  Pa!  a on  Nationalism.  - Middle  Eastern  Studies,  1974,  No.  10,  p.  77-79.  [Un 
Impartial].  Reponse  a Son  Altesse  Moustapha  Lazil  Pacha  au  sujet  de  Sa  lettre  au  Sultan. 
Paris,  1867;  Cevdet  Pa!  a,  Tezakir:  1-12.  Ankara,  1953. 

13  Ali  Suavi,  A propos  de  f Herzegovine.  Paris,  1875;  Ahmed  Midhat,  Uss-i  !nk!lap. 
K!sm-!  1-2.  Istanbul,  1295;  Nam!k  Kemal,  Vatan  yahut  Silistre.  Kiilliyat  I,  Ankara, 
1960. 

14  [Midhat  Pacha],  Memorial  de  Midhat  Pacha  au  Prince  Bismark.  - Paris,  1877.  Midhat 
Pa! a.  Hayat-!  Siyasiyesi,  Hidemat!,  Menfa  Hayat!.  Naiiri:  Ali  Haydar  Midhat.  Cilt  2: 
Tabslra-!  !bret.  - istanbul,  1325;  Midhat  Pacha.  La  Turquie:  son  passe,  son  avenir. 
London,  1878. 

15  [Abdiilhamid  II],  ikinci  Abdulhamidin  Hat!ra  Defteri.  Istanbul,  1960;  [Halil  Mente!  e], 
Osmanl!  Mebusan  Meclisi  Reisi  Halil  Mente! e'nin  an !lar!.  Istanbul,  1986;  [Talat  Pa!  a], 
Talat  Pa!  a’n!n  Hat! ralar!,  Istanbul,  1946.  !smet  Inonii,  Hatlralar:  1 . Kitap.  Ankara,  1985. 

16  Schopoff  A.  Les  reformes  et  la  protection  des  chretiens  en  Turquie,  1673-1904.  Paris, 
1904;  Hayeri  tseghaspanutyuny  Osmanyan  kaysrutyunum  [Genocide  of  Armenians  in  the 
Ottoman  Empire].  Collection  of  documents  and  materials.  Ed.  By  M.  G.  Nersisyan, 
Yerevan,  1991. 

17  Bcnoit-Brunswik.  La  verite  sur  Midhat  Pacha.  Paris,  1877;  Ed.  Engelhardt,  La  Turquie 
et  le  Tanzimat,  t.  1 -2,  Paris,  1882  -1884;  L.  Farley,  Turks  and  Christians,  London,  1876; 
Galerie  des  contemporains  illustres.  T.VII:  Reschid  Pacha.  Paris,  1850;  Leouzon  le  Due, 
Midhat  Pacha,  Paris,  1877.  C.  Oscanjan,  The  Sultan  and  his  people,  New-York,  1857;  A. 
Prokesch-Osten,  Geschichte  des  Abfalls  der  Griechen  vom  Tiirkischen  Reiche  im  Jahre 
1821  und  der  Griindung  des  Hellenischen  Reiches.  Aus  diplomatischem  Stand.  Band  6, 
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For  the  research,  helpful  were  the  latest  works  in  theoretical  and 
comparative  Genocide  Studies,  written  by  Western,  mostly  American, 
specialists.  Some  of  their  approaches  are  subjected  to  well-founded  criticism18. 
Unfortunately,  in-depth  investigations  of  that  kind  have  not  been  conducted  in 
Armenia19.  Of  undeniable  help  were  the  numerous  works  on  the  Armenian 
Genocide  by  Armenian  historians. 


Wien,  1867;  S.G.B.  St.  Clair  and  Ch.  Brophy,  A Residence  in  Bulgaria,  or  Notes  on  the 
Resources  and  Administration  of  Turkey,  London,  1963.  L.  Thouvenel,  Trois  annees  de  la 
Question  d'  Orient,  1856-1859,  Paris,  1897;  A.  Vaillant,  Solution  de  la  Question  d1  Orient. 
Paris,  1853;  Valmy,  le  Due  de,  La  Turquie  et  1'  Europe  en  1867.  Paris,  1867.  [A.  D. 
Mordtmann],  Stambul  und  das  moderne  Tiirkenthum  (Politische,  sociale  und  biographische 
Bilder  von  einem  Osmanen),  B.  1-2,  Leipzig,  1877;  F.  Kanits,  Dunayskaya  Bolgaria  i 
Balkanskiy  poluostrov  [Danubian  Bulgaria  and  the  Balkan  Peninsula],  S.-Pb.,  1876;  P. 
Kisimov,  Mekhmet  pasha.  Pyrviy  turski  reformator  [Mehmet  Pa!  a.  The  first  Turkish 
reformer].  - Bulgarian  collection,  year  V,  book  IX,  p.  799-809;  book  X,  p.  886-898;  P.  P. 
K.,  Midkhat  pasha  i opitvanneto  mu  da  poturchi  bylgarskit  uchilischa  [Midhat  Pa!  a and 
his  attempt  of  Turkization  of  Bulgarian  colleges],  Bulgarian  collection,  year  V,  book  I,  p. 
56-63.;  K.  Pangalos,  Turtsia  i prosveschenie  [Turkey  and  Enlightenment].  S.-Pb.,  1862; 
D.  T.  Rozen,  Istoria  Turtsii  ot  reform  v 1826  g.  do  Parizhskogo  traktata  v 1856  [Turkish 
history  from  the  reforms  of  1826  to  the  Treaty  of  Paris  of  1856],  In  two  parts,  S.-Pb., 
1872. 

18  Leo  Kuper,  Genocide:  its  political  use  in  the  twentieth  century.  New  Haven  and 
London,  1981;  Genocide  and  Human  Rights;  A Global  Anthology.  Ed.  by  J.  N.  Porter. 
Lanham-New  York-London,  1982;  Irving  Louis  Horowitz,  Taking  Lives;  Genocide  and 
State  Power.  New  Brunswick-London,  1997;  M.  N.  Dobkowski,  Genocide  and  the 
Modern  Age.  - Remembering  for  the  Future.  Working  Papers  and  Addenda.  Vol.  II:  The 
Impact  of  the  Holocaust  on  the  Contemporary  World.  - Oxford:  Pergamon  press,  1989,  p. 
1997-2002;  Frederick  Guillaume  Dufour,  Toward  a socio-historical  theory  of  persecution 
and  an  analytical  concept  of  genocide.  - YCISS  Occasional  Paper,  No.  67,  October  2001; 
Cecile  Tournaye,  Genocidal  intent  before  the  ICTY.  - International  and  Comparative  Law 
Quarterly,  April  2003,  vol.  52,  No.  2,  pp.  447-462;  Staub,  Ervin.  The  Roots  of  Evil. 
(Cambridge  University  Press),  1989;  Franc  Chalk  and  Kurt  lonassohn.  The  history  and 
sociology  of  genocide:  analyses  and  case  studies.  New  Haven  and  London,  1990;  William 
Schabas,  Genocide  in  international  law:  the  crime  of  crimes,  Cambridge:  Cambridge 
University  press,  2000;  Kurt  lonassohn,  Defining  the  perpetrator:  seeking  proof  of  intent. 
- MIGS  occasional  paper,  March  1993,  Part  1-3;  Henry  R.  Huttenbach,  From  the  editor: 
towards  a conceptual  definition  of  genocide.  - lournal  of  Genocide  Research,  2002,  4(2), 
p.  167-176. 

19  The  following  work  may  be  mentioned:  A.  Avagyan,  Genotsid  1915  g.  Mekhanizmy 
prinyatia  i ispolnenia  resheniy  [Genocide  of  1915.  Mechanisms  of  ! aking  and 
Implementing  Decisions].  Yerevan,  1999. 
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So  long  as  this  book  is  an  attempt  to  newly  interpret  a number  of  issues, 
relating  to  the  history  of  Ottoman  Turkey,  the  author  engages  in  debates  with 
works  and  concepts  of  some  well  known  Turkologists,  criticizes  the  works  by 
representatives  of  Turkish  official  historiography,  who  tend  to  falsify  the  history 
of  the  Armenian  Genocide. 
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Chapter  1 


THEORETICAL  PROPOSITIONS 


THE  FORMATION  OF  THE  CONCEPT  OF  GENOCIDE: 

ANALYTICAL  INTRODUCTION 

Genocide  is  one  of  the  most  atrocious  and  shameful  phenomena  in  the 
history  of  mankind,  a condensed  manifestation  of  absolute  evil.  In  everyday  life, 
any  remembrance  of  a concrete  case  of  it  inevitably  stirs  up  emotional  outbreak 
with  moral  assessments  to  follow.  The  word  genocide  by  itself  carries  a mighty 
emotional  charge.  This  must  be  the  reason  why,  during  the  last  decades,  it  has 
taken  its  niche  in  the  lexicon  of  social  and  political  figures,  who,  however,  often 
use  it  groundlessly,  as  a grave  accusation  against  the  opponent  - just  to  achieve 
their  political  or  propagandistic  goals. 

The  emotional  and  political  stratifications,  as  well  as  the  complexity  of 
this  phenomenon  of  many  faces  significantly  impede  its  scientific  and  theoretical 
investigation  and  suggestion  of  issues  of  conceptual  value.  In  fact,  the  theory  of 
genocide  as  of  a concrete  historic  phenomenon  has  not  been  formulated  yet  in 
the  way,  acceptable  to  most  scholars.  Neither  is  there  a final  legal  definition  of 
it:  the  definition  of  genocide  in  the  adopted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  UN 
in  1948  Convention  on  the  Prevention  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Genocide 
is  qualified  by  sociologists,  historians  and  legal  experts  of  today  as  insufficient 
and  misrepresented. 

In  the  meantime,  the  succession  of  slaughters  of  the  peaceful  population 
in  different  corners  of  the  world  definitely  tends  to  thicken;  the  number  of  mass 
killings  in  cold  blood  of  certain  groups  of  own  citizens  by  authorities  increases 
steadily.  The  system  of  security,  established  after  World  War  II,  is  unable  to 
protect  not  only  the  rights  of  an  individual,  but  the  right  to  life  of  vast  groups  of 
people.  By  estimation,  the  number  of  victims  of  mass  slaughters,  committed  by 
state  powers  in  1945-1987,  is  1.05-2.5  times  as  big  as  the  number  of  war 
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casualties  at  the  period  between  1945-1980“°.  There  is  hardly  anybody  who 
would  disagree  with  the  American  sociologist  and  theologian  F.  H.  Little,  who 
termed  the  XX  century  as  “Age  of  Genocide’’21. 

The  investigation  of  genocide  as  the  utmost  evil  in  the  past  and  present  of 
the  mankind  is  extremely  urgent.  The  problem  is  as  follows:  to  develop  a 
comprehensive  and  commonly  acceptable  theory  of  the  phenomenon  on  the  basis 
of  the  analysis  of  documented  genocides,  their  comparative  research,  and 
summing-up  of  the  results  obtained.  The  quantity  of  comparative  and 
generalizing  studies  of  the  phenomenon  of  genocide  is  notably  less  than  that  of 
individual  cases.  The  Canadian  specialists  in  Genocide  Studies  F.  Chalk  and  K. 
Jonassohn  wrote  that,  when  back  in  1979  they  engaged  in  comparative  genocide 
research,  they  were  surprised  to  find  out  that  in  the  world,  experts  in  that  sphere 
could  be  counted  on  the  fingers  of  one  hand"2.  Among  them  were,  certainly,  the 
American  sociologist  I.  L.  Horowitz,  whose  monograph  on  the  decisive  role  of  a 
state  power  in  committing  genocide  had  come  out23,  and  the  Armenian-born 
American  sociologist  and  historian  V.  Dadrian,  who  by  that  time  had 
commenced  his  noteworthy  research  on  fundamental  problems  of  the 
phenomenon  of  genocide,  now  lasting  over  a quarter  of  a century24.  Ten  years 
later,  the  American  scholar  W.  K.  Ezzel  would  remark  that  there  are  only  a 
dozen  of  theoretical  works  on  genocide  in  English"5. 


20  H.  Fein,  Political  functions  of  genocide  comparisons.  - Remembering  for  the  future: 
working  papers  and  addenda.  Vol.  Ill:  The  impact  of  the  holocaust  and  genocide  on  Jews 
and  Christians.  Oxford,  1989,  p.  2428. 

21  F.  H.  Little,  Breaking  the  succession  of  evil.  - Problems  of  genocide:  proceedings  of 
the  international  conference  on  “Problems  of  genocide”,  April  21-23,  1995,  Toronto, 
1997,  p.  29. 

2"  F.  Chalk,  K.  Jonassohn,  The  history  and  sociology  of  genocide:  analyses  and  case 
studies.  New  Haven  and  London,  1990.  p.  8. 

23 1.  L.  Horowitz,  Taking  lives:  genocide  and  state  power.  New  Brunswick-London,  1997. 

24  V.  N.  Dadrian,  Methodological  components  of  the  study  of  genocide  as  a sociological 
problem  - the  Armenian  case.  - Recent  studies  in  modern  Armenian  history.  Cambridge, 
MA,  1971,  p.  83-103;  V.  N.  Dadrian,  A typology  of  genocide,  - International  review  of 
modern  sociology,  1975,  vol.:  5,  No.  2,  p.  201-212. 

25  W.  K.  Ezell.  Investigating  genocide:  a catalog  of  known  and  suspected  cases,  and  some 
categories  for  comparing  them.  - Remembering  for  the  future:  working  papers  and 
aggenda.  Volume  III:  the  impact  of  the  Holocaust  and  Genocide  on  Jews  and  Christians. 
Oxford,  1989,  p.  2881. 
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Among  the  works  by  the  elder  generation  of  genocide  researchers  worth 
mentioning  are  L.  Kuper’s  fundamental  research26,  and  H.  Fein’s  (USA)  book."7 
Collected  articles  on  the  study  of  genocide  began  to  appear,  of  which  the 
anthology,  edited  and  introduced  by  J.  N.  Porter,  stands  out  by  purposefulness 
and  clearness  of  the  problems  set28.  Porter  regarded  the  anthology  as  a step 
towards  a comprehensive  comparative  study  of  the  subject  (genocide  - R.  S.) 
from  global  perspective"9.  The  next  step  in  that  direction  was  the  mentioned 
well-balanced  book  by  F.  Chalk  and  K.  Jonassohn,  where  an  attempt  is  made  to 
sum  up  the  results  of  the  studies  between  the  1970s  - 1980s30. 

The  aforementioned  monographs  served  as  an  incentive  for  Genocide 
Studies  to  develop  into  a separate  branch  of  sociology.  At  present.  Genocide 
Studies  is  a rapidly  and  dynamically  progressing  science,  the  investigations  by 
leading  representatives  of  which  were  a theoretical  support  for  our  interpretations 
of  the  issues,  discussed  in  this  chapter. 

The  term  “genocide”  was  coined  in  1943,  and  the  next  year  put  into 
scientific  circulation  by  the  Polish  legal  scholar  of  Jewish  origin  Raphael 
Lemkin.  In  1944,  his  “Axis  Rule  in  Occupied  Europe”  came  out  in  the  USA.  The 
author,  based  on  the  formulated  by  him  back  in  193331  thesis  of  punishing  those 
responsible  for  the  “barbaric”  acts,  committed  in  wartime,  and  having  studied  the 
policy  of  Nazi  Germany  in  the  occupied  countries,  not  only  introduced  this  word 
to  the  public,  but  was  the  first  to  define  that  phenomenon32.  In  his  subsequent 
works  Lemkin  elaborated  his  characterization  of  genocide,  thereby  paving  the 
way  for  the  process  of  formation  of  the  genocidal  concept33. 


26  L.  Kuper,  Genocide:  its  political  use  in  the  twentieth  century.  New  Haven  and  London, 
198  L 

2 H.  Fein,  Accounting  for  Genocide.  New  York,  1979. 

28  Genocide  and  human  rights:  a global  anthology.  Ed.  By  J.  N.  Porter.  Lanham-New 
York-London,  1982. 

29  Ibid.,  p.  IV. 

30  F.  Chalk  and  K.  Jonassohn.  The  history  and  sociology  of  genocide:  analysis  and  case 
studies.  New  Haven  and  London,  1990. 

31  R.  Lemkin,  Akte  der  Barbarei  und  des  Vandalismus  als  delicta  juris  gentium.  - 
Anwaltsblatt  Internationales,  Vienna,  vol.  19.  No.  6 (Nov.  1933),  S.  117-119. 

32  R.  Lemkin,  Axis  rule  in  occupied  Europe:  laws  of  occupation  - analysis  of  government 
- proposals  for  redress.  Washington,  D.  C.:  Carnegie  endowment  for  international  peace, 
1944,  p.  79-95. 

33  R.  Lemkin,  Genocide  - a modern  crime.  - Free  world.  Vol.  4 (April  1945),  p.  39-43; 
Raphael  Lemkin,  Genocide.  - American  scholar,  vol.  15,  No.  2 (April  1946),  p.  227-230; 
Raphael  Lemkin.  Genocide  as  a crime  under  international  law.  - American  journal  of 
international  law,  vol.  41,  No.  1 (1947),  p.  145-151. 
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In  his  view  - besides  the  policy  of  physical  extermination  - persecutions 
of  a group’s  social,  spiritual  or  economic  institutions,  of  cultural,  language, 
ethnic  or  religious  sentiments,  which  endanger  the  further  existence  of  said 
group  as  a distinct  entity,  should  also  be  recognized  as  genocide. 

One  of  the  major  determinants  of  genocide  - the  intent  to  annihilate  any 
racial,  national  or  religious  group,  was  also  put  into  scientific  and  legal 
circulation  by  Raphael  Lemkin.  Proceeding  from  the  fact  of  intent  on  behalf  of 
the  perpetrator  of  genocide,  he  characterized  it  as  “a  composite  of  various  acts, 
aimed  at  persecution  or  extermination”  of  a certain  national,  religious  or  racial 
group.34  Lemkin  also  identified  the  other  major  determinant  of  genocide  - 
premeditation  to  annihilate  racial,  national  or  religious  group  in  whole.  This 
enabled  to  differentiate  between  massacre,  in  which  case  there  is  no  such 
premeditation,  and  genocide.  Hence,  from  sociological  and  judicial  (certainly, 
not  moral  and  ethical)  viewpoints,  between  these  two  phenomena  there  is  a 
qualitative,  not  just  a quantitative  difference35.  Another  important  outcome  was 
that  the  category  of  premeditation,  by  revealing  systemic  identity,  made  possible 
the  differentiation  between  various  types  of  genocide.  Let  us  consider,  for 
instance,  the  following  hypothetical  case:  premeditation  arises  to  exterminate 
some  ethnic  or  other  human  group,  but  to  accomplish  it,  instead  of  applying 
measures  for  physical  destruction,  conditions  are  created  for  the  forcible 
alienation  of  the  group.  Based  on  R.  Lemkin’ s definition,  in  this  case,  too, 
genocide  is  committed.  With  time,  this  kind  of  actions  was  termed  ethnocid^6 . 

Raphael  Lemkin’ s definition  of  the  phenomenon  of  genocide  had  a 
number  of  significant  oversights.  One  of  them  was  that  he  passed  by  the  problem 
of  characterization  of  the  authors  of  genocide.  In  particular,  the  fact  that,  in 
modern  times,  state  powers  play  the  central  role  in  genocides,  what  necessitates 
the  conviction  of  the  state  power,  remained  unnoticed  by  him.  At  the  same  time, 
Lemkin,  when  founding  his  research  and  theoretical  conclusions  on  the 
extermination  of  Jews  in  Europe,  i.e.  on  the  destruction  of  a nation,  living 
beyond  its  homeland,  overlooked  in  his  definition  the  phenomenon  of  the 
organized  by  ! state  power  and  executed  mostly  through  mass  slaughters 
extermination  of  an  indigenous  people  in  its  historic  homeland.  Such  genocide 


j4  Raphael  Lemkin  on  Genocide.  - Genocide  and  human  rights:  a global  anthology.  Ed. 
By  J.  N.  Porter.  Lanham-New  York-London.  1982,  p.  330. 

35  L.  A.  Chorbajian,  Massacre  or  genocide:  an  essay  on  personal  biography  and  objective 
experience.  - Genocide  and  human  rights:  a global  anthology.  Ed.  By  J.  N.  Porter. 
Lanham-New  York-London,  1982,  p.  121. 

36  F.  Chalk  and  K.  Jonassohn.  The  history  and  sociology  of  genocide:  analyses  and  case 
studies.  New  Haven  and  London,  1990,  p.  9. 
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can  be  qualified  as  deportation.  It  aggravates  the  fault  of  the  state  power  as  the 
organizer  of  the  genocide. 

The  term  “genocide”  was  first  used  in  official  documents  in  1945,  in  the 
indictment  of  the  Nurnberg  Military  Tribunal,  established  to  try  the  principal 
German  war  criminals.  Interestingly,  in  the  Russian  version  of  the  indictment, 
the  term  is  substituted  for  the  phrase  “premeditated  and  systematic  extermination 
of  peoples”,  which  is  nothing  but  an  interpretation  of  the  term  in  the  Russian 
language37. 

Since  1946,  the  term  “genocide”  has  been  used  in  the  official  papers  of 
the  UN  and  gradually  entered  the  lexicon  of  the  world’s  most  spoken  languages. 
That  process  was  rather  slow.  For  instance,  in  the  well-known  “Webster's 
Dictionary  of  the  English  Language”  it  only  appeared  in  196  1 38.  In  some 
languages,  such  as  Armenian  or  German,  its  loan  translations  are  also  used  as 
synonyms. 

R.  Lemkin,  in  his  own  statement,  coined  the  term  “genocide”  by  analogy 
with  the  already  existing  “tyrannicide”  (killing  of  a tyrant),  “homicide”  (killing 
of  a human  being),  and  “infanticide”  (killing  of  an  infant)39.  He  might  have  been 
familiar  with  the  word  “Armenocide”40  (killing  of  Armenians),  used  for  the  first 
time  by  Friedrich  Naumann  (the  German  religious  and  social  theorist  of  the  late 
XIX  - early  XX  centuries,  one  of  the  ideologists  of  German  expansionism)  as 
early  as  in  the  early  XX  with  regard  to  the  Armenian  massacres  of  the  mid- 
1890s.  It  was  used  thenceforth  in  publications  in  the  German  and  Armenian 
languages.  The  term  “Armenocide”  clearly  conveys  the  idea  of  deportation. 

The  emergence  of  the  term  denoted  the  end  of  the  process  of  conceptual 
definition  of  “systematic  extermination  of  a nation  in  whole”,  of  its  moral  and 
ethical  assessments,  occurring  in  the  European  and  Russian  publications  from  the 
late  XIX  century  on  with  respect  to  the  Armenian  massacres  in  the  Ottoman 
Empire.  Not  going  deep  into  its  specificities  and  applications,  which  is  a 


7 Mezhdunarodnyi  voennyi  tribunal  No.  1:  Obvinitelnoe  zakluchenie  [International 
military  tribunal  No.  1:  Bill  of  indictment],  - Nurnberg  Trial:  collected  materials  in  8 
Volumes,  vol.  1,  M.,  1987,  p.  293. 

38  J.  N.  Porter,  Introduction:  what  is  genocide?  Notes  toward  a definition.  - Genocide  and 
human  rights:  a global  anthology.  Ed.  By  J.  N.  Porter.  Lanham-  New  York-London,  1982, 
p.  5. 

9 Raphael  Lemkin  on  Genocide.  - Genocide  and  human  rights:  a global  anthology.  Ed. 
by  J.  N.  Porter.  Lanham-New  York-London,  1982,  p.  317. 

40  V.  N.  Dadrian.  The  convergent  aspects  of  the  Armenian  and  Jewish  cases  of  genocide, 
A reinterpretation  of  the  concept  of  Holocaust.  - Holocaust  and  Genocide  studies:  an 
international  journal.  1988,  vol.  3,  No.  2,  p.  163. 
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scientific  problem  by  itself  and  needs  a separate  research41,  we  would  only  note 
that  the  coinage  of  the  term  was  impelled  by  reflections  not  only  around  the 
Holocaust  against  Jews,  organized  by  Nazi  Germany,  but  - to  a considerable 
extent  - around  the  great  Armenian  Genocide  of  1915.  Particularly,  the  grounds 
for  the  legal  notion  of  genocide  as  the  gravest  international  crime  against 
humanity,  and  for  the  personal  responsibility  of  its  organizers,  were  laid  in  May, 
1915,  in  the  official  joint  declaration  of  the  governments  of  Great  Britain,  Russia 
and  France42.  Unfortunately,  later  Lemkin  overlooked  the  fact  that  in  said  official 
document,  the  subject  at  issue  was  the  massacre  of  the  Armenian  people  in 
Armenia  proper. 

The  development  of  the  international  legal  concept  of  genocide  became 
one  of  the  primary  tasks  of  the  United  Nations  (UN).  The  UN  addressed  this 
issue  at  the  first  session  of  the  General  Assembly.  In  the  preamble  to  resolution 
96  (1),  passed  during  the  session,  it  said,  “Genocide  is  a denial  of  the  right  of 
existence  of  entire  human  groups,  as  homicide  is  the  denial  of  the  right  to  live  of 
individual  human  beings”43. 

The  General  Assembly  recommended  that  the  Economic  and  Social 
Council  of  the  UN  initiated  investigations  for  drafting  a preliminary  text 
specifically  for  the  convention  of  genocide44.  An  ad  hoc  committee  was 
established,  which  undertook  the  preparation  of  the  text  of  the  convention  jointly 
with  the  UN  Secretariat.  In  May  1947,  the  draft  convention,  drawn  up  by  the  UN 
Secretariat,  was  ready;  a year  thereupon,  the  ad  hoc  committee’s  draft  was 
finalized45. 


41  L.  Kuper,  Genocide:  its  political  use  in  the  twentieth  century.  New  Haven  and  London, 
1981,  pp.  19-20. 

4~  Yu.  G.  Barsegov,  Genotsid  armyan  - prestuplenie  protiv  chelovechestva  (o 
pravomernosti  termina  i yuridicheskoi  kvalifikatsii)  [The  Armenian  Genocide  - crime 
against  humanity  (toward  lawfulness  of  the  term  and  legal  qualification)].  Yerevan,  1990, 

pT  18-28. 

43  Leo  Kuper,  Genocide:  its  political  use  in  the  twentieth  century.  New  Haven  and 
London,  1981,  p.  23. 

44  J.  H.  Tashjian.  Genocide,  the  United  Nations  and  the  Armenians.  - Genocide  and 
human  rights:  a global  anthology.  Ed.  By  J.  N.  Porter.  Lanham-New  York-London,  1982, 
p.  134. 

45  Convention  on  the  prevention  and  punishment  of  the  crime  of  genocide  - the  secretariat 
and  ad  hoc  committee  drafts  - first  draft  of  the  Genocide  Convention,  prepared  by  the  UN 
Secretariat,  [May]  1947  [UN  Doc  E/447]  and  second  draft  Genocide  Convention  prepared 
by  the  Ad  Hoc  Committee  of  the  Economic  and  Social  Council  (ECOSOC),  meeting 
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The  process  of  formation  of  the  legal  concept  of  genocide  was  basically 
finished  in  December  of  1948,  when  the  UN  General  Assembly  passed  the 
Convention  on  the  Prevention  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Genocide46. 

The  definition  of  genocide,  given  here,  for  the  most  part  reiterates  that  of 
R.  Lemkin’s  - with  one  most  important  difference  that  genocide  means  acts 
committed  with  the  intent  to  destroy  a “national,  ethnical,  racial,  or  religious 
group”  not  only  “in  whole”,  but  also  “in  part”.  The  inclusion  of  this  category  into 
the  definition  of  genocide  is  humanistically  justified,  yet  some  difficulties  arise 
in  its  practical  use,  since  there  is  no  clarity  as  to  destruction  of  what  part  of  a 
group  may  be  qualified  as  genocide.  As  is  noted  in  one  of  the  first  interpretations 
of  the  Convention,  the  factor  of  intent  may  be  helpful  in  overcoming  this 
difficulty47. 

The  definition  of  genocide  has  been  criticized  many  a time  by  sociologists 
for  the  last  two  or  three  decades:  in  their  opinion,  it  does  not  reflect  the  entire 
diversity  of  historical  realities.  Periodically,  attempts  are  made  to  revise  it  and 
new  definitions  are  proposed,  which,  however,  do  not  get  the  approval  of  broad 
circles  of  scholars.  Thus,  in  recent  years  a number  of  genocide  researchers  have 
tried  to  “expand"  and  “simplify”  the  definition  of  genocide,  which  can  be 
exemplified  by  that  of  Jane  Springer’s:  “Genocide  is  mass  killing  of  a group  of 
unarmed  people”48.  Such  approaches  cannot  be  accepted,  as  they  disregard  the 
decisive  role  of  the  state  power  in  conspiring  and  committing  genocide. 

The  major  judicial  drawback  of  the  definition  of  genocide,  given  in  the 
UN  Convention,  is  that  it  overlooks  the  issue  of  holding  the  state  power 
responsible.  In  our  opinion,  neither  is  comprehensive  the  content  of  the 
definition  of  genocide,  since  deportation  - in  spite  of  its  grave  consequences  - is 
not  included  there  as  a distinct  type  of  such  crime. 
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46  Convention  on  the  Prevention  and  Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Genocide  A/RES/260  A 
(III),  9 December  1948.  - The  United  Nations:  Blue  Books  series,  Vol.  VII:  The  United 
Nations  and  Human  Rights,  1945-1995.  With  an  introduction  by  Boutros  Boutros-Ghali, 
Secretary  General  of  the  United  Nations.  New  York:  Department  of  public  information, 
United  Nations.  1995,  p.  151-153. 

47  In  favor  of  the  ratification  of  the  convention  on  the  prevention  and  punishment  of  the 
crime  of  genocide.  Presented  to  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Genocide  Convention  of  the 
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The  concept  of  proto-genocide,  presented  in  the  following  subchapter, 
responds  to  the  abovementioned  flaws  in  the  light  of  the  theoretical  principles, 
suggested  by  modern  Genocide  Studies. 


THE  CONCEPT  OF  PROTO-GENOCIDE 

The  definition  of  the  basic  notions  of  the  concept  of  proto -genocide, 
advanced  by  the  author,  prioritizes  the  in-depth  analysis  of  the  two  fundamental 
components  of  the  concept  of  genocide:  the  role  of  the  state  power,  and  the 
factor  of  intent. 

One  of  the  most  important  and,  perhaps,  least  researched  aspects  of 
theoretical  investigations  of  genocide  is  the  explication  of  certain  issues,  related 
with  the  role  of  state  power. 

The  majority  of  scholars  are  inclined  to  assign  to  state  power  a 
determinative  role  in  conspiring  and  committing  genocide.  First  of  all  it  refers  to 
the  genocides,  organized  by  a state  power  against  own  subjects.  During  the  last 
century,  as  many  as  120  million  people  had  fallen  victim  to  such  crimes49.  This 
opinion  is  shared  by  such  prominent  figures,  engaged  in  the  research  of  the 
phenomenon  of  genocide  and  of  its  various  aspects,  as  aforementioned  F.  H. 
Little,  H.  Fein50,  and  F.  Chalk51,  R.  Hovhannisian52,  I.  Ternon53,  R.  W.  Smith54, 
and  others.  Also  investigated  are  the  ways  of  making  responsible  the  states. 


49  I.  L.  Horowitz,  Science,  modernity  and  authorized  terror:  reconsidering  the  genocidal 
state.  - Problems  of  genocide:  proceedings  of  the  international  conference  on  “Problems 
of  Genocide”,  April  21-23,  1995,  Toronto,  1997,  p.  135. 

50  H.  Fein,  Testing  theories  brutally:  Armenia  (1915),  Bosnia  (1992)  and  Rwanda  (1994). 
- Problems  of  genocide:  proceedings  of  the  international  conference  on  “Problems  of 
Genocide”,  April  21-23,  1995,  Toronto,  1997,  p.  181-190. 

51  F.  Chalk,  Definitions  of  genocide  and  their  implications  for  prediction  and  prevention.  - 
Remembering  for  the  future:  working  papers  and  addenda.  Vol.  Ill:  the  impact  of  the 
Holocaust  and  Genocide  on  Jews  and  Christians.  Oxford,  1989,  p.  2377-2389. 

12  R.  G.  Hovannisian,  Eighty  years:  memory  against  forgetting.  - Problems  of  genocide: 
proceedings  of  the  international  conference  on  “Problems  of  Genocide”,  April  21-23, 
1995,  Toronto,  1997,  p.  13-20. 

53  I.  Ternon,  The  will  to  annihilate:  for  an  approach  of  the  concept  of  genocide.  - 
Remembering  for  the  future:  working  papers  and  addenda.  Vol.  II:  The  impact  of  the 
Holocaust  on  the  contemporary  world.  Oxford,  1989.  p.  2060-2067. 

54  R.  W.  Smith,  State  power  and  genocidal  intent:  on  the  uses  of  genocide  in  the  twentieth 
century.  - Problems  of  genocide:  proceedings  of  the  international  conference  on 
"Problems  of  Genocide”,  April  21-23,  1995,  Toronto,  1997,  p.  225-236. 
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which  have  committed  genocide55.  An  interesting  work  in  this  field  is  Yu. 
Barsegov’s  paper56. 

However,  it  were  only  I.  L.  Horowitz  and  L.  Kuper,  who  gave  the 
theoretical  substantiation  of  the  problem.  Horowitz  was  the  first  to  put  into 
scientific  circulation  the  notions  “genocidal  state”  and  “genocidal  society”,  and 
undertook  elucidation  of  some  of  their  aspects57.  Kuper,  based  on  Horowitz’ 
studies,  approached  the  issue  from  the  opposite  side.  He  formulated  the  notion  of 
a “non-genocidal  society”,  and  attempted  to  define  it58.  V.  Dadrian  had  his  own 
contribution  to  the  study  of  the  problem:  having  examined  the  interrelations 
between  the  Young  Turk  party  and  the  Ottoman  government,  he  arrived  at  some 
conceptual  conclusions  regarding  the  determinative  role  of  the  mling  party59. 

One  of  the  indications  of  a genocidal  state  is  the  presence  of  state 
programs  for  committing  genocide,  while  the  major  determinant  of  a genocidal 
program  is  the  factor  of  intent. 

As  mentioned  above,  one  of  the  most  important  determinants  of  genocide 
- the  intent  to  annihilate  a racial,  national  or  religious  group  was  also  introduced 
into  scientific  and  legal  circulation  by  Raphael  Lemkin.  In  judicial  practice,  the 
factor  of  intent  is  decisive.  The  UN  former  Secretary  General  Boutros-Ghali 
even  characterized  it  as  the  fundamental  component  of  the  Genocide 
Convention60.  Based  on  the  analysis  of  concrete  examples,  the  pioneer  of 


55  L.  R.  Beres,  International  law,  selfhood  and  the  prevention  of  genocide.  - 
Remembering  for  the  future:  working  papers  and  addenda.  Vol.  II:  the  impact  of  the 
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v mezhdunarodnoy  politike.  - Genotsid  - prestuplenie  protiv  chelovechestva  [The 
Responsibility  of  the  State  Power  for  Genocide  in  International  Law  and  International 
Politics.  - Genocide  - a Crime  Against  Humanity]  (Proceedings  of  the  I Moscow 
International  Symposium,  April  18-19,  1995).  Ed.  by  V.  A.  Mikaelyan,  M.,  1997,  p.  90- 
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57  See  the  mentioned  monograph  by  this  author. 
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genocide  research  Leo  Kuper  infers  that  the  responsibility  for  genocide  is 
avoidable,  unless  the  factor  of  intent  is  identified  and  proved61.  Thus,  the 
government  of  Brazil  in  its  time  evaded  the  charge  of  genocide  against  some  of 
the  indigenous  tribes,  as  it  managed  to  evince  that  those  groups  disappeared  in 
consequence  of  hunger,  which  had  not  been  planned  by  the  government62. 

Some  legal  experts,  supportive  of  this  view,  severely  criticize  the  UN 
Convention,  arguing  that  the  factor  of  intent  significantly  narrows  the  frames  of 
applicability  of  the  document  in  practice,  since  it  is  extremely  difficult  to 
confirm  and  document  such  intent,  the  more  so  in  cases,  when  the  genocide  is 
authored  by  the  state  power.  A UN  document  even  states  the  existence  of  two 
judicial  schools  on  that  matter,  one  of  them  finding  that  identification  and  proof 
of  the  intent  is  quite  essential,  while  the  supporters  of  the  other  maintain  that  the 
factor  of  genocidal  intent  must  not  be  necessarily  proved,  as  it  objectively  ensues 
from  genocidal  acts  as  such63.  In  recent  years,  a growing  number  of  international 
legal  experts  consider  identification  and  statement  of  the  content  of  intent  as  one 
of  the  problems  of  law,  which  still  awaits  in-depth  investigations64. 

The  discrepancy  in  approaches  among  lawyers,  although  brought  forward 
for  discussion  in  the  UN  Commissions  on  Human  Rights  and  International  Law, 
did  not  receive  any  judicial  formulation.  The  UN  Convention  of  1948  remains 
unaltered.  This  fact  was  confirmed  yet  another  time  by  the  Resolution  of  the 
Security  Council  of  the  UN,  passed  in  November  1994,  on  creating  an 
International  Criminal  Tribunal,  authorized  to  punish  the  individuals,  responsible 
for  the  genocide  and  other  serious  violations  of  humanitarian  law  in  Rwanda  and 
the  neighboring  countries.  This  document  exactly  reproduces  the  definition  of 
genocide,  brought  in  the  Convention  of  1948. 65 
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The  revision  of  law  documents  and  practices  demonstrates  that  national 
judicial  schools  also  give  preference  to  the  first  approach,  trying  at  the  same  time 
to  give  the  factor  of  intent  a more  accurate  definition.  Thus,  the  Congress  of  the 
USA,  after  long  debates  in  1988,  passed  the  resolution  to  put  into  effect  in  the 
United  States  the  “International  Convention  on  the  Prevention  and  Punishment 
of  the  Crime  of  Genocide”,  adopted  by  the  United  Nations  General  Assembly  in 
1948,  having  replaced  the  term  “intent”  in  the  definition  of  genocide  with  the 
phrase  “specific  intent”66. 

The  new  criminal  law  in  France  goes  even  further  and  introduces  a 
principal  novelty  into  the  document.  Here,  the  term  “intent”  is  replaced  with 
“concerted  plan”67.  Judicially,  this  phrase  makes  “intent”  more  specific.  Yet, 
upon  analyzing  that  document  from  the  perspective  of  historical  political  science, 
we  may  infer  that,  in  essence,  in  it,  the  process  of  crystallization  of  the  intent  is 
clarified,  since  the  “concerted  plan”  is  the  final  destination  of  such  process. 

The  picture  is  different  at  studying  genocide  as  a sociological 
phenomenon.  During  the  past  decades,  the  concept  of  genocide  has  been  revised 
and  supplemented  by  scholars  many  a time.  Nevertheless,  as  the  renowned 
Canadian  genocide  researcher  Kurt  Jonassohn  justly  states,  the  factor  of  intent 
has  retained  its  central  meaning  as  the  basic  criterion  of  genocide6S.  Thus,  in  the 
sociological  definition  of  genocide,  given  by  Franc  Chalk  and  Kurt  Jonassohn  in 
1990  and  widely  disseminated  ever  since,  premeditation  has  retained  its  central 
meaning:  “Genocide  is  a form  of  one-sided  mass  killing  in  which  a state  or  other 
authority  intends  to  destroy  a group,  as  that  group. . .”69. 

Helen  Fein,  former  Director  of  the  New  York  Institute  for  Genocide 
Studies,  arrives  at  remarkable  conclusions.  In  one  of  her  early  definitions  of 
Genocide,  she  had  made  the  characteristic  of  intent  even  clearer,  proposing  to 
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replace  it  with  the  word  “calculated”70.  Thereupon,  she  began  to  use  the  word 
“purposeful”71.  Of  late,  she  has  made  some  further  amendments  in  her  definition 
of  intent,  proposing  to  regard  as  one  of  the  key  determinants  of  genocide  the 
situation  when  the  policy  of  mass  extermination  of  a certain  group  of  people  with 
the  intent  of  killing  detects  evidences  that  the  authorities  have  planned, 
organized  or  are  aware  of  their  genocidal  activities72.  In  fact,  in  the  given 
characteristic,  three  manifestations  of  the  factor  of  intent  are  present,  which 
often,  judging  by  historic  experience,  present  themselves  separated  by  time. 

The  rewordings  of  “intent”  by  the  abovementioned  scholar  are 
reformative,  which  is  typical  of  modern  Genocide  Studies,  and  come  to  prove 
that  the  research  in  that  field  leads  to  a more  specified  definition  of  the  factor  of 
intent  - both  semantically  and  temporally. 

In  particular,  as  Henry  Huttenbach  generalizes  in  his  recently  published 
interesting  observations,  the  studies  in  this  field  lead  towards  identification  of 
different  levels  of  intent73.  For  instance,  the  concept  of  a “genocidal  paradigm”, 
proposed  in  the  90s  of  the  last  century  by  Vahagn  Dadrian,  distinguishes  two  - 
preliminary  and  final  - phases74. 

The  application  of  the  factor  of  intent  in  historiographic  investigations 
enables  to  differentiate  between  massacre  and  genocide.  We  have  already  noted 
that,  from  sociological  and  judicial  (certainly,  not  moral)  viewpoints,  between 
these  two  phenomena  there  is  a qualitative  difference. 


70  H.  Fein,  Testing  theories  brutally:  Armenia  (11915),  Bosnia  (1992)  and  Rwanda  (1994). 
- Problems  of  genocide:  proceedings  of  the  international  conference  on  “Problems  of 
Genocide”,  April  21-23,  1995,  Toronto,  1997,  p.  182. 

71  Ibid.,  p.  181. 

72  H.  Fein,  Denying  genocide:  from  Armenia  to  Bosnia:  a lecture  delivered  at  the  London 
School  of  economics  and  political  science  on  22  January  2001.  - London  School  of 
economics  and  political  science:  Occasional  Papers  in  Comparative  and  International 
Politics  1.  London:  Department  of  Government,  [2001],  p.  4-5. 

73  H.  R.  Huttenbach,  from  the  editor:  towards  a conceptual  definition  of  genocide.  - 
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No.  2,  p.  143. 
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According  to  the  opinion,  that  has  become  popular  in  Genocide  Studies, 
in  the  event  of  massacre,  the  factor  of  intent  is  not  present75.  In  his  time,  Levon 
Chorbajian  justly  remarked  that  massacre  manifests  itself  as  wild  killings,  as 
distinct  from  genocide,  in  which  case  present  is  the  factor  of  being  planned76. 

As  it  often  happens  in  real  life,  plans  remain  unfulfilled,  partially  or  fully. 
Yet,  the  very  existence  of  a program  as  such  is  a prof  that  the  given  state  power 
has  entered  a new  phase,  which  we  suggest  to  designate  as  “proto-genocidal”. 

The  term  “proto-genocide”  has  been  used  for  a decade  now  in  special  and 
socio-political  literature.  Vahagn  Dadrian  was  among  the  first  to  use  it  for 
characterizing  the  slaughter  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Armenians  by 
Abdtilhamid77.  However,  he  neither  substantiated  the  need  for  applying  the  term, 
nor  gave  its  explication. 

Such  an  approach  by  the  renowned  genocide  scholar  was  conditioned  by 
the  fact  that  based  on  the  comparative  study  of  the  Holocaust  of  Jews  and  the 
Great  Genocide  of  Armenians;  in  one  of  his  theoretical  works  he  inferred  that  in 
both  cases,  the  key  perpetrator  was  not  the  state  power,  but  the  solid  political 
party78.  Hence  a “logical”  conclusion:  since  in  the  times  of  Abdtilhamid  such 
party  did  not  exist  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  then  his  policy  towards  Armenians 
cannot  be  qualified  as  genocide. 

Different  is  the  approach  of  the  Turk  sociologist  Halil  Berktay.  In  his 
opinion,  since  the  term  “genocide”  was  coined  to  characterize  the  Holocaust  of 
Jews,  then  the  Armenian  Genocide  may  only  be  qualified  as  proto-genocide79. 

In  fact,  this  approach  reproduces  the  assertions  of  a number  of  well- 
known  specialists  in  Genocide  Studies,  who  consider  that  only  the  Holocaust  of 
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Jews  can  be  termed  “genocide”,  while  the  Armenian  Genocide  is,  at  best,  ! 
“related"  phenomenon80. 

The  author  of  the  present  monograph  has  addressed  such  approaches  in 
his  time  and  demonstrated  that  they  were  based  on  the  methodologically  wrong 
thesis,  according  to  which  there  is  only  one,  “ideal”  case  of  genocide  - the 
Holocaust  of  Jews,  serving  as  an  “archetype”  for  all  the  other  cases  of  genocide. 

In  political  essays,  the  word  “proto-genocide”  is  used  quite  often  and 
usually  stands  for  a phenomenon  of  genocidal  nature  - with  a relatively  small 
number  of  victims,  and  chronologically  preceding  genocide81. 

There  are  two  cornerstones  of  the  concept  of  proto-genocide,  offered  by 
the  author:  the  presence  of  the  intent  of  committing  genocide,  and  the  absence  of 
actions  of  committing  such.  In  the  first  circumstance,  it  is  possible  to  distinguish 
proto-genocide  from  mass  slaughter  (where  there  is  no  factor  of  intent82).  The 
absence  of  adequate  actions  allows  to  distinguish  proto-genocide  from  genocide, 
since,  according  to  the  International  Convention  on  the  Prevention  and 
Punishment  of  the  Crime  of  Genocide,  one  of  the  key  elements  of  genocide  is  the 
action,  undertaken  to  realize  the  already  identified  intent83. 

In  recent  years,  ways  of  documenting  the  factor  of  intent  are  widely 
discussed  among  legal  and  genocide  scholars.  Attempts  are  made  to  give  it  a 
more  accurate  definition.  For  instance,  the  US  Congress,  in  1988,  passed  the 
resolution  to  put  into  effect  in  the  United  States  the  Convention  of  1948  and 
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replaced  the  term  “intent”  in  the  definition  of  genocide  with  the  phrase  “specific 
intent”84,  as  it  was  mentioned  earlier. 

In  the  Criminal  Code  of  France  the  term  “intent”  is  replaced  with 
“concerted  plan”85.  As  we  have  already  noted,  this  phrase  makes  “intent”  more 
concrete,  since  the  “concerted  plan”  is  the  final  destination  of  process  of 
preparing  of  genocide. 

The  evolution  of  rewording  of  “intent”  is  typical  of  modern  Genocide 
Studies,  and  comes  to  prove  that  the  research  in  that  field  proceeds  towards  a 
more  specified  definition  of  “intent”  - both  semantically  and  temporally. 

In  particular,  as  Henry  Huttenbach  generalizes  in  his  recently  published 
interesting  observations,  studies  in  this  field  lead  towards  identification  of 
different  levels  of  intent86.  For  instance,  the  concept  of  “genocidal  paradigm”, 
suggested  in  the  90s  of  the  last  century  by  Vahagn  Dadrian,  distinguishes  two  - 
“preliminary”  and  “final”  - phases87. 

The  clarifications,  made  by  genocide  scholars,  are  useful  for  the  further 
detailed  elaboration  of  the  concept  of  proto-genocide.  Based  on  them,  the  author 
formulates  the  following  theoretical  notions: 

- a genocidal  program  is  a means  to  manifest  the  factor  of  intent; 

- a genocidal  program  may  exist  as  a document,  or  within  a composite  of 

genocidal  acts,  imparting  to  them  coordinateness; 

- a genocidal  program  may  have  various  levels  of  elaboration,  differing 

from  one  another  by  the  extent,  to  which  the  means  for  carrying  out 
massacres  are  identified. 

Based  on  these  characteristics,  the  phenomenon  of  “proto-genocidal 
situation”  can  be  defined  as  follows:  the  situation  in  a country,  when  a 
preliminary  program  of  genocidal  nature  already  exists,  yet  it  still  needs  to  be 
finalized,  and  the  means  of  commission  are  still  to  be  identified.  The  main  trait 
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of  a proto-genocidal  situation  is  that  it,  possessing  potentials  to  grow  into  a 
large-scale  genocidal  situation,  in  which  genocide  is  integral  part  of  the  reality, 
does  not  always  evolve  in  that  direction.  In  other  words,  in  a proto-genocidal 
situation,  genocide  is  one  of  the  ways  - not  the  only  way  of  solving  political 
problems. 

To  substantiate  this  theoretical  thesis  by  historical  facts,  the  developments 
in  the  period  of  the  pro-Western  reforms  of  the  XIX  century  in  the  Ottoman 
Empire  are  examined.  It  is  shown,  that  in  May-December  of  1876,  when  the 
mighty  armed  revolt  of  Bulgarians  was  already  suppressed,  a proto-genocidal 
situation  emerged,  which,  however,  did  not  evolve  into  genocide,  because  the 
ruling  group  chose  another  way  of  struggling  against  the  national-liberation 
movement  of  Christians  - the  way  of  constitutional  reforms. 

The  example  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  also  demonstrates  that  proto- 
genocide precedes  the  implementation  of  large-scale  genocide  politicy. 
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Chapter  Two 


PRO-WESTERN  REFORMS  AND  CHRISTIANS 


EQUAL  RIGHTS? 

From  the  late  XVIII  century,  a new  era  began  in  the  history  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire,  which  gist  was  the  ongoing  expansion  of  the  national- 
liberation  movement  of  the  subject  Christian  nations,  and  their  gradual  riddance 
of  the  Turkish  yoke.  To  maintain  the  territorial  integrity  became  an  issue  of  top 
priority  for  the  governing  body  of  the  Ottoman  state.  This  necessitated  quests  for 
new  means  of  neutralizing  the  liberation  movements  of  the  Christian  nations. 

At  the  period  of  military-political  might  of  the  empire,  the  basic 
suppressive  means  was  the  brute  armed  force.  This  stemmed  from  the  very 
nature  of  the  Ottoman  military-feudal  autocratic  state  order.  The  then  Turkish 
political  figures  would  say,  “As  the  state  has  been  obtained  with  a yata!  an,  so 
with  a yata!  an  shall  it  be  maintained"88. 

The  decay  of  the  military-feudal  system  caused  the  decline  of  the  might  of 
the  Ottoman  army,  so  that  it  not  only  began  sustaining  defeats  in  confrontations 
with  the  European  armies,  but  was  unable  to  promptly  and  prudently  suppress 
armed  revolts  within  the  country. 

Such  were  the  conditions  in  the  late  XVIII  century,  when  some 
representatives  of  the  Ottoman  bureaucratic  elite  began  to  realize  that  prevention 
of  Christian  rebellions  would  be  more  effective  than  their  suppression  by  force 
of  arms. 

For  the  first  time,  this  idea  was  worded  in  the  layiha  (report)  of 
Rumelia’s  Kaziasker  Tatarjyq  Abdullah  Effendi,  submitted  to  Sultan  Selim  II  in 
1791  in  response  to  the  latter's  order  to  draft  a program  of  reforms.  Tatarjyq 
Abdullah  Effendi  wrote  that,  many  years  ago,  when  jizyah  was  collected  from 
non-Muslims  in  accordance  with  the  Sharia,  those  lived  in  abundance,  knowing 
no  need  whatsoever,  and  their  brothers  in  faith  from  other  countries  even  envied 
them.  But  thereupon,  exactions  from  the  reaya  began,  making  the  tax  burden 
unbearable  for  them.  This  stirred  up  discontent  and  became  the  principal  cause  of 
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the  revolt  of  1770.  The  author  remarked  that  the  “ moscovits ” took  advantage  of 
the  resentment  of  the  reaya  and  incited  them  against  the  authorities.  He  proposed 
to  strictly  adhere  to  all  the  Sharia  laws  of  taxation,  and  thereby  to  restore  the 
trust  of  the  reaya  in  the  Ottoman  state  power89. 

This  idea  was  officially  formulated  in  the  “Allied  Pact”  of  1808,  when  in 
power  was  the  political  grouping  “Rusguk  friends”,  headed  by  Grand  Vizier 
Bayrakdar  Mustafa  Pa!  a.  Paragraph  7 of  the  document  made  a special  emphasis 
on  the  necessity  of  moderate  taxation  of  “the  reaya  and  the  poor”90. 

In  the  time  of  Mustafa  Pa!  a’s  rule,  a decree  was  adopted,  which  is  worth 
special  attention.  The  periodical  “Vestnik  Evropy”,  published  in  Petersburg, 
informed  that  “Mustafa  Bayrakdar  issued  an  order  that  Muslims  should  no  longer 
use  the  word  “giaour”  (infidel),  because  any  Christian,  regardless  of  the  creed, 
believed  in  the  same  God,  as  Muslims  did"91. 

Formally,  this  decree  did  not  contradict  Koran.  But  - in  Turkey  of  the 
beginning  of  the  XIX  century,  where  Muslim  fanaticism  and  the  ideas  of 
predominance  of  Muslims  were  overwhelming  - it  was,  beyond  any  doubt,  an 
extraordinary  phenomenon.  The  law,  however,  had  not  had  any  practical 
application,  and  the  word  “giaour”  had  been  in  use  up  until  the  fall  of  the  empire. 

From  the  20s  of  the  XIX  century,  in  conditions  of  rise  of  the  national- 
liberation  movement  of  the  Balkan  nations,  some  Ottoman  statesmen  began 
insisting  that  minimal  concessions  would  help  prevent  uprisings.  In  1827,  in  the 
special  message  from  the  Sublime  Porte  to  local  authorities  of  Rumelia,  the 
necessity  to  guarantee  security  of  life  and  property  of  the  Christian  subjects  was 
recognized9". 

This  evolved  still  further  in  the  report  of  1828,  authored  by  the  renowned 
poet  of  divans  Kegecizade  Izzet  Mullah,  and  defterdar  (finance  officer)  Bejih 
Fendi.  It  was  written  there  that  concessions  to  rebelled  Christians  were 
necessary93.  At  the  same  time,  they  were  far  from  the  wish  to  improve  the 
conditions  of  the  “rebelled  giaours”.  Their  point  was  maintaining  Ottoman 
autocracy  towards  “infidels”,  to  which  end  they  were  ready  to  make  concessions, 
and  thereby  to  gain  time.  For  instance,  they  offered  to  agree  with  the  rebels  and 
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stop  collecting  jizyah  for  a year.  This  would  somewhat  quell  the  fire  of  revolt, 
whereupon  the  same  tax  could  be  collected  in  a bigger  amount  than  before. 

These  suggestions  were  not  accepted;  by  order  of  Sultan  Mahmud  II  their 
authors  were  dismissed  of  their  positions  and  exiled. 

Only  a year  after  (1829),  Mahmud  II,  seeking  to  keep  Greece  within  the 
Ottoman  boundaries  whatever  the  cost  might  be,  was  compelled  to  make 
considerable  concessions  - from  a Muslim  leader’s  standpoint.  In  the  decree  of 
the  end  of  Muharremof  1245  (July  1829),  in  his  dispatch  to  Greeks  of  Morea,  he 
promised,  “Henceforward,  no  discrimination  will  be  made  between  Muslims  and 
the  reaya , and  everybody’s  property,  life  and  honor  will  be  ensured  by  the  Sharia 
and  under  my  supreme  aegis”94.  This  was  the  first  case  ever  in  Ottoman  history 
that  the  sultan  gave  promises  to  non-Muslims. 

On  the  one  hand,  this  dispatch  was  meant  to  “pacify”  Morea,  to  keep  it 
within  the  Ottoman  Empire  at  any  cost;  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  to  attain  the 
West’s  support  in  solving  the  Greek  question.  Worth  noticing  is  that  the  sultan 
assumed  commitment  only  before  the  Greeks  of  Morea,  for  he  hoped  in  that  way 
to  “calm  them  down”. 

The  sultan’s  decree  was  too  late  to  hamper  the  onward  course  of  history: 
in  1830,  the  independent  kingdom  of  Greece  was  founded. 

The  dispatch  remained  a piece  of  paper,  but  the  ideas,  promulgated  in  it 
for  the  first  time,  were  among  the  basic  mottos  of  Tanzimat,  aimed  to  stop  the 
further  expansion  of  the  national -liberation  movement  of  the  Christian  nations. 

In  April,  1837,  having  quelled  the  next  in  turn  mighty  uprising  of 
Bulgarians,  the  sultan  visited  the  Bulgarian  regions  and,  in  a meeting  with  the 
leaders  of  Christian  communities,  announced,  “Our  wish  is...  to  ensure  the 
security  of  all  the  residents  of  our  state,  both  Muslims  and  the  reaya...  You  (i.e. 
leaders  of  Christian  communities),  taking  into  account  this  wish  of  ours,  should 
be  committed  to  us  in  that  cause”95. 

So  the  sultan,  promising  to  “take  care”  of  the  welfare  of  the  reaya , 
exacted  their  obedience  instead.  The  same  year,  Mahmud  II  came  forth  with  his 
famous  statement,  that  all  the  subjects  were  his  own  children,  and  he  treated 
them  evenly96. 
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The  years  of  reign  of  Mahmud  II  prepared  foundation  for  Tanzimat  - the 
period  of  more  extensive  reforms. 

The  first  phase  of  Tanzimat  (the  30s-mid-50s  of  the  XIX  century)  was 
marked  by  new  ideas  regarding  the  status  of  the  Christian  nations,  developed  by 
Mustafa  Re! it  Pa!  a - the  “father  of  Tanzimat”.  He  was  convinced  that  only 
introduction  of  reforms  after  the  European  model  would  make  restoration  of  the 
past  power  of  the  state  of  the  Ottomans  feasible.  The  principal  target  of  those 
reforms  was  the  status  of  the  Christian  nations  within  the  Muslim  Ottoman  state. 
Specifically,  it  was  supposed  to  extend  promises  of  secure  life,  property  and 
honor  also  over  non-Muslims.  This  was  formulated  in  the  project  of  the  reforms, 
drawn  up  by  several  ministers  under  his  guidance97. 

This  principle  was  officially  promulgated  in  the  Halt-!  erif  of  Giilhane 
(Noble  Edict  of  the  Rose  Chamber),  authored  by  Re! it  Pa!  a and  issued  on 
November  3,  1839.  In  particular,  it  read,  “In  accord  with  the  religious  law.  We 
(i.e.  the  sultan)  grant  all  the  residents  of  the  state,  without  exception,  absolute 
security  of  their  life,  property”98. 

Interestingly,  the  substantiation  of  this  paragraph  was  purely  religious:  “in 
accord  with  the  religious  law”.  Re!  it  tried  to  avoid  “any  confrontation  with  the 
ulema , and  often  made  references  to  Koran  and  the  Sharia,  thus  assuring  that 
the  reforms,  proposed  or  implemented  by  him,  in  no  way  contradicted  them100. 

This  assertion  reflected  the  reality.  Formally,  most  reforms  of  the  first 
phase  of  Tanzimat  did  not  contradict  the  Sharia,  and  were  meant  to  more 
consistently  observe  its  laws.  The  Tanzimat  reformers  considered  it  to  be 
sufficient  for  pacifying  the  reaya.  In  the  introduction  to  the  Halt  it  was  indicated 
that  “in  the  times  when  all  the  sacred  laws  were  observed  correctly,  all  the 
subjects,  without  exception  (i.e.  non-Muslims),  were  in  good  conditions;  these 
began  to  worsen  as  a consequence  of  nonobservance  of  the  laws101.  On  the 
whole,  the  Halt  of  Giilhane  was  an  “Islamic  edict”  and,  despite  the 
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abovementioned  paragraphs,  did  not  conceal  the  fact  that  the  state  order  of  the 
theocratic  Ottoman  Empire  was  founded  on  the  ideology  of  Islamism.  The  Hatt 
officially  restated  the  dominating  position  of  Muslims.  As  Relit  made  clear 
during  a confidential  conversation  with  a high-ranking  French  official,  his 
intention  was  not  to  make  equal,  but  just  “to  ease”  the  inequality  between  the 
followers  of  Islam  and  the  followers  of  the  other  confessions  in  the  Ottoman 
Empire10".  Relit  Pala’s  reaction  to  theHatt-i  Hiimayun(lmpeiia\  Edict)  of  1856 
was  extremely  negative,  especially  to  the  articles,  which  theoretically  stipulated 
total  equality  of  Muslims  and  non-Muslims  under  the  law,  and  the  latter’ s right 
to  public  service.  In  his  lyaiha  he  condemned  the  authors  of  the  Hatt,  Ali  and 
Fuat,  for  “disloyalty  to  the  religion  of  Islam”,  labeling  them  renegades103. 

It  would  never  occur  to  Relit  Pa!  a to  grant  the  Christian  subjects  legal 
equality  with  the  “true”  masters  of  the  country  - Muslims.  At  the  same  time,  the 
principle  of  “even  approach”  to  all  the  residents  of  the  empire  without  religious 
discrimination  was  pregnant  with  its  future  development  into  their  equality  under 
the  law  (incidentally,  announced  by  the  reformers  of  the  second  phase  of 
Tanzimat)  and,  beyond  any  doubt,  was  progressive  at  that  time.  It  is  not 
accidental  that,  as  the  contemporaries  mentioned.  Re!  it’s  assistants  were  for  the 
most  part  Greeks  and  Armenians  - representatives  of  the  nations,  most  interested 
in  the  bourgeois  development  of  the  country104. 

In  the  40s,  the  principle  of  “even  approach”  was  formulated  in  some 
constitutional  acts.  Thus,  in  the  preamble  to  the  criminal  law  (adopted  on  May  3, 
1840),  there  was  a quotation  regarding  the  provision  from  the  Gtilhane  edict 
about  ensuring  security  to  all  the  subjects  of  the  state  without  exception,  while 
from  Paragraph  1 it  followed  that  the  law  also  applied  to  non-Muslims105. 

Relit  advanced  a new  for  his  time  idea  of  “unity  of  all  the  subjects  of  the 
sultan”.  The  neologism  tebaa  (subjects)  had  been  coined  as  a result,  and  used  for 
the  first  time  in  the  text  of  the  reforms,  drawn  up  under  Re!  it’s  guidance  by  a 
group  of  ministers  and  submitted  to  the  sultan.  Having  put  ‘tebaa-i  Devlet-i 
Aliyye ” (subjects  of  the  Sublime  state),  the  author  promptly  specified  who  that 
new  designation  referred  to:  “All  the  Muslims  and  representatives  of  other 
millets”106.  The  definition  was  also  used  in  the  Hatt  of  Gtilhane,  and  thenceforth 
spread  widely. 
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The  issue  of  maintaining  “unity”  of  all  the  nations  of  the  empire  had 
always  been  in  the  focus  of  Re!  it’s  attention.  A few  years  later,  in  1846, 
speaking  before  the  leaders  of  the  Christian  communities  of  Adrianople,  he  tried 
to  clarify  said  necessity  as  follows:  “The  difference  in  religion  and  sect  is  every 
individual’s  business,  it  does  not  affect  their  rights...  We  are  all  subjects  of  the 
same  government,  were  born  and  grew  up  in  the  same  country.  We  must  always 
remember  this  and  never  give  each  other  a sidelong  look...”107  Thus,  for  the  first 
time,  the  principles  of  “common  territory”  and  “common  government”  were  put 
forward  as  the  basis  of  the  unity  of  all  the  nations  of  the  multiethnic  Ottoman 
Empire,  and  later  widely  used  by  the  “New  Ottomans”. 

The  ruling  circles  of  the  empire  took  up  the  idea  of  “unity  of  Muslims  and 
Christians”  as  a means  to  consolidate  the  population  in  the  struggle  against 
external  enemies.  In  the  address  of  the  grand  vizier  (1853)  to  the  “Residents  of 
Constantinople,  Ayub,  Scutari  and  Galata”,  it  was  indicated  that  thenceforth, 
everybody  should  seek  to  live  in  absolute  unity  and  serve  the  common  homeland. 
It  was  claimed  in  the  address  that  the  sultans  and  the  Sublime  Porte  had  always 
taken  care  of  the  welfare  of  all  the  subjects,  who,  allegedly,  had  been  granted 
religious  privileges,  and  so  on.  Proceeding  from  that,  the  entire  population  was 
called  to  consolidate  around  the  government  against  the  external  danger,  since 
“one  of  the  conditions  of  success  is  the  complete  unanimity  of  all  the 
residents”108. 

Re! it’s  ideas  certainly  played  a crucial  role  in  the  history  of  the  XIX 
century  socio-political  thought  of  the  Ottoman  Empire.  Even  so,  they  had  not 
been  fully  implemented  in  the  realm  of  real  politics.  Suffice  it  to  say  that,  within 
his  reign  (intermittently  from  1846  through  1852),  no  official  resolution  had 
been  passed  referring  to  non-Muslim  subjects.  He  did  not  succeed  in  reaching 
through  moderate  reforms  to  European  models  his  major  goal  -to  stop  the 
expansion  of  national-liberation  movements.  That  was  all  obvious  clear  even  for 
his  contemporaries109.  His  political  bankruptcy  became  apparent  when,  in  1850, 
the  great  revolt  of  Bulgarians  broke  out. 

The  Christian  nations  claimed  that  the  promises,  set  forth  in  the  Hatt  of 
Giilhane,  be  carried  out;  they  would  not  be  satisfied  with  hollow  promises.  Re!  it, 
in  his  turn,  severely  suppressed  any  attempts  of  the  Christian  peoples  to  attain 
equity  by  force  of  arms  - even  within  the  frames  of  the  Hatt.  In  1850,  from  the 
office  of  the  Grand  Vizier  Re!  it  Pa!  a,  a secret  circular  was  sent  out  to  the  vali  of 
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Vedino  with  an  instruction  to  apply  the  most  rigorous  measures  to  hamper  the 
marches  of  local  Bulgarians,  who  demanded  enactment  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Hatt-i  ! erif,  concerning  the  assurance  of  security,  honor  and  property  of  all  the 
subjects  of  the  sultan,  Christians  included.  The  vali  was  instructed  to  resort  to 
“violent  measures”  in  case  of  need110.  In  general,  according  to  the  printed  media 
of  those  times,  as  a result  of  Tanzimat,  persecutions  of  Christians  for  their 
religious  convictions  did  not  abate111. 

Along  with  the  new  policy,  based  on  the  most  resourceful  methods  of 
exactions  from  the  reaya  during  the  first  phase  of  Tanzimat,  the  Turkish 
authorities,  and  especially  their  more  conservative  part,  often  resorted  to  the 
traditional  methods  of  oppressions  and  persecutions.  Recurrent  were  cases  of 
provoking  feelings  of  Muslim  fanaticism  among  masses.  The  radicals  in  the 
central  government  and  among  the  meclis  members  in  provinces,  taking 
advantage  of  resentments  of  Muslims,  caused  by  the  officially  promulgated  in 
the  Hatt  of  Gtilhane  principle  of  “even  approach”,  incited  carnages  of  Christians. 
After  deposing  Relit,  from  the  office  of  the  grand  vizier  secret  circulars  were 
dispatched  to  the  regions,  which  actually  canceled  all  the  resolutions  of 
Tanzimat.  During  political  crises,  the  will  to  rely  on  the  old  and  tested  methods 
of  policy  making  tended  to  gain  strength.  Thus  it  was  in  1852-1853,  when  the 
government  kept  arousing  anti-Christian  attitudes  to  prepare  the  country  to  war 
against  Russia.  Notwithstanding  the  facts  brought  above,  the  new  ideas  gradually 
paved  their  way. 


“MIXING  AND  MERGING” 

In  the  history  of  Turkey,  the  period  between  the  mid-50s  and  early  70s  of 
the  XIX  century  is  known  as  the  second  phase  of  Tanzimat.  The  Turkish  political 
figures  of  that  period,  the  leaders  of  the  reform  movement  Mehmet  Emin  Ali 
Pa!  a and  Fuat  Mehmet  Pa!  a conducted  a policy  of  drawing  closer  to  the  West, 
hoping  thereby  to  keep  as  many  regions  under  the  sultan’s  rule  as  possible. 

The  biggest  danger  for  the  integrity  of  the  empire  was  the  national- 
liberation  movement  of  the  oppressed  Christian  nations.  Ali  Pa!  a and  Fuat  Pa!  a 
did  realize  this,  and  tried  to  prevent  armed  insurrections  of  Christians  in  the 
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tradition,  set  by  the  mentioned  in  the  previous  Chapter  politicians  of  the  proto- 
Tanzimat  and  Tanzimat  periods.  Hence  it  follows  that  Ali  and  Fuat  became 
ideological  successors  of  the  Turkish  political  figures  of  the  previous  generation. 

The  formation  of  their  worldview  was  influenced  by  their  first-hand 
familiarity  with  the  European  realities.  They  explained  the  necessity  of 
“merging”  Muslims  and  non-Muslims,  exemplifying  Europe.  Ali  wrote  that 
there,  “all  the  individuals  are  free  and  equal...  religion  and  origin  play  no  role, 
and  any  person  may  assume  any  position"112. 

However,  Ali  and  Fuat  not  only  copied  their  predecessors,  but  went  even 
further  and  formulated  the  concept  of  “mixing  and  merging”  of  all  the  residents 
of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  irrespective  of  their  national  or  religious  background, 
and  made  it  the  topmost  goal  of  their  policy.  They  were  convinced  that  it  was  the 
only  way  to  maintain  the  territorial  integrity  of  the  Ottoman  Empire.  In  May, 
1867,  Fuat  Pa!  a clearly  stated  this  to  the  Russian  Ambassador  to  Constantinople 
N.  P.  Ignat’ev  , who,  after  his  talk  with  the  Turkish  politician,  reported  to 
Petersburg,  “He  (i.e.  Fuat)  claims  that  the  empire  can  only  be  saved  through 
merging  of  the  Muslim  and  Christian  nations,  and  never  through  their  parallel 
coexistence”113. 

The  Turkish  politicians  discussed  the  necessity  of  “merging”  not  only 
with  the  representatives  of  foreign  nations.  At  the  end  of  his  life,  in  his  secret 
political  testament  Fuat  one  more  time  warned  the  sultan:  “Without  merging,  the 
further  existence  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  does  not  seem  realistic  to  me”114. 

The  Pa!  as  insisted  that  merging  was  to  embrace  all  the  spheres  of  social 
relations,  “except  purely  religious  issues”115.  They  also  emphasized  that,  in  case 
of  transformation,  the  four  pillars,  on  which  the  Ottoman  Empire  rested,  should 
remain  unchanged.  Those  were:  “the  Muslim  millet,  the  Turkish  state,  the 
Ottoman  sultans,  and  Istanbul,  as  the  capital”116. 

Ali  Pa!  a had  very  often  stressed  the  specific  role  of  the  Turkish  people  in 
the  integrated  society  to  be.  In  a letter  (1858)  to  the  French  Ambassador  in 
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Turkey  Thouvenel,  he  wrote,  “If  among  us  there  is  still  a people,  able  to  lead 
others  and  serve...  as  a link  for  the  society,  it  is  the  Ottoman  people”  (meaning 
Turks)117.  In  the  secret  dispatch  to  Cemil  Pa!  a,  who  was  in  Paris  at  that  time 
(1862),  he  reiterated  his  thought,  “I  think...  only  Turks  can  serve  as  a link,  or... 
wish  to  retain  their  dominating  position  over  the  others. . . That  is  the  only  way  to 
save  the  empire  from  the  endless  chaos  and  civil  war”118.  Thus,  for  Ali  Pa!  a,  the 
only  way  to  stabilize  the  situation  was  to  secure  the  dominating  position  of 
Turks.  With  Fuat,  the  intention  to  rely  on  the  Turkish  component  in  the 
“merging”  policy  was  less  apparent,  although  he  also  thought  that  Turks  would 
be  a better  choice  for  country  governance119.  As  is  obvious  from  the  mentioned 
facts,  the  ultimate  goal  for  Ali  and  Fuat  was  to  preserve  and  consolidate  the 
dominating  position  of  Turks  in  the  future  “reformed”  empire. 

The  Pa!  as  proposed  to  administer  a number  of  measures,  that  would 
facilitate  the  “merging”.  The  first  and  foremost  was  to  foster  the  uniting  spirit  of 
allegiance  to  the  authorities  in  all  the  nations  of  the  empire.  “The  state  can  avoid 
ideological  controversies  among  its  subjects,  if  they  are  educated  in  the  same 
spirit,”  wrote  Ali  Pa!  a120.  The  first  landmark  on  that  road  was  to  create  mixed 
educational  institutions  of  the  first  two  levels,  since  for  Fuat,  “merging  starts  at 
the  school  desk"1-1.  “Educating  in  the  common  spirit”  would  continue  in 
lyceums  such  as  the  Galatasaray  Lycee.  In  his  political  testament,  written  in 
Turkish,  Ali  Pa!  a called  for  the  sultan  to  open  a few  more  institutions  like  that  as 
soon  as  possible,  since  that  would  accelerate  the  process  of  “merging”122.  Mixed 
education,  in  his  opinion,  “would  unite  the  interests  of  different  peoples  of  the 
empire”,  make  them  loyal  to  the  Ottoman  government,  and  thus  save  the  state 
from  dismemberment123. 

Another  effective  measure  for  “merging”  was  conscription  of  Christians. 
Some  western  diplomats  found  that  it  would  be  most  effective.  The  Austrian 
Ambassador  to  Constantinople  Mr.  Prokesch  wrote,  “Nothing  would  have  such 
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an  impact  on  the  realization  of  merging  of  the  races  as  incorporation  of  the 
military  system  into  life  on  the  basis  of  permitting  conscription  of  all  the 
subjects”124.  Among  the  Turkish  political  figures,  the  most  supportive  of  this 
view  was  Fuat.  This  issue  “drew  attention  in  Turkey”,  and  was  discussed  at  the 
Sublime  Council,  informed  Russia’s  military  agent  in  Constantinople125.  Most  of 
the  Turkish  ministers  preferred  to  see  Turks  in  the  ranks  of  officers126.  Even  an 
ad  hoc  committee  was  set  up  for  the  comprehensive  analysis  of  the  issue,  but  no 
final  decision  was  arrived  at127.  Neither  Christians,  nor  Muslims  approved  of  the 
idea128.  By  the  end  of  his  life,  Fuat  also  got  disillusioned  and  in  his  political 
testament  preferred  to  pass  by  the  issue. 

On  the  way  to  the  “merged”  society,  non-Muslim  millets  were  a serious 
obstacle.  The  processes  in  the  big  Greek  and  Armenian  millets  during  the  first 
half  of  the  XIX  century  evinced  the  growing  national  sentiments  of  the  Balkan 
nations  and  Armenians.  Ordinary  members  of  millets  claimed  freedom  and 
equality  with  Muslims.  The  movement  of  Christian  nations  for  autonomy 
intensified. 

These  developments  worried  the  rulers  of  the  empire.  If  in  the  first  phase 
of  Tanzimat,  their  objective  was  not  to  exacerbate  the  relations  with  the  millet 
leaders,  now  the  situation  was  all  different.  Reformers  of  the  second  phase  of 
Tanzimat  considered  that  millets  enjoyed  far  too  much  autonomy,  and  that  it 
should  be  limited.  Nonetheless,  it  was  decided  to  preserve  the  institute  of  millets. 

According  to  the  Tanzimat  reformers  of  the  second  phase,  millets  were  to 
be  transformed  to  religious  communities,  and  no  longer  engage  in  civil  life. 
Thenceforth,  Christians  were  not  members  of  a millet,  but  just  Ottoman  subjects. 
What  worried  the  authorities  was  that  millets  had  actually  grown  into  legal 
organizations,  which  made  them  to  a certain  extent  conducive  to  intensification 
of  the  national-liberation  movement  of  Christians.  For  that  reason,  millets 
should  be  under  the  government’s  direct  control.  “Every  community  (millet) 
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125  Voennyi  agent  v Konstantinopole  o predpolagaemom  formirovanii  voinskikh  chastey 

is  khristian,  10/22  aprelya  1861  g.  [A  military  agent  in  Constantinople  about  the 
supposed  regimentation  of  Christians,  April  10/22,  1861]  - Russia  State  Military- 

Historical  Archives  (RSMHA)  [RGVIA],  3.1.  Collection  of  the  Military-Scientific 
Archives,  71  Turkey,  Fund  450,  1658-1917,  list  66,  sheet.  35. 

126  Ibid.,  sheet  36. 

127  N.  P.  Ignat’ev  - A.  M.  Gorchakovu,  Konstantinopol’,  21  marta/2  aprelia  1867  g.  - 
AVPRI,  Fund  Kantselaria,  1867,  file  31,  sheet  159  rev. 

128  Ibid.,  sheet  159. 


41 


constitutes  a distinct  entity,”  wrote  Ali  Pa!  a,  “different  in  spirit,  language,  habits, 
aspirations.  Their  development  can  go  out  of  control...  Every  community  should 
be  entitled  by  the  government  to  engage  in  religious  issues,  and  solely  in 
religious  issues...”129.  This  thesis  of  Ali’s  was  formulated  in  the  Hatt-i  Hiimayun 
of  1856. 

The  policy  of  “merging”,  proposed  by  Ali  and  Fuat,  was  to  lead  to  certain 
alterations  in  the  political  structure  of  the  country,  and  they  certainly  were  well 
aware  of  it.  Fuat  proposed  that  the  sultan  initiated  the  compelling  reforms  as 
soon  as  possible130,  while  Ali,  as  a more  circumspect  politician,  knew  that  the 
“pace”,  as  he  put  it,  of  moving  forward  by  way  of  reforms  “should  be  restrained 
by  the  fear  of  wrath”131.  He  foresaw  that  “approximately  a century  is  needed  to 
attain  stabilization”132. 

Ali  Pa!  a’s  and  Fuat  Pa!  a’s  widely  propagated  “merging”  was  nothing  but 
an  attempt  to  “peacefully”  denationalize  and  alienate  the  Christian  nations,  and 
thereby  to  solve  the  national  problem  in  the  Ottoman  Empire.  Such  was  the 
outcome  of  the  fifty-year  development  of  the  “most  liberal”  Turkish  politicians’ 
political  thought.  By  appearance  pro-Western  and  progressive,  they  actually 
personified  a slightly  modernized  version  of  the  Turkish  conservatives.  Ignat’ev 
’s  characteristic  of  Ali  Pa!  a was  not  unfounded:  “Despite  his  outwardly 
European  mode  of  action,  he  was  a true  Turk  and  - against  Europe”133. 

A prominent  figure  of  the  Tanzimat  period,  Fuat  was  seriously  concerned 
about  the  ever  increasing  Christian  population  in  the  empire  - he  feared  lest  they 
should  “swallow  up”  Muslims134.  According  to  a well-informed  Englishman,  V. 
Denton  by  name,  who  had  studied  the  messages  of  British  councils  in  the 
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Ottoman  Empire,  in  order  to  fight  it,  the  Sublime  Porte  organized  regular 
carnages  of  Christians,  which  fact  “horrified  Europe”135. 

Besides  that,  in  the  50s-60s,  the  Ottoman  Empire  employed  another  way 
of  maintaining  the  quantitative  majority  of  Muslims:  the  powers  encouraged 
mass  admission  of  Muslim  refugees  from  Russia  into  the  country.  Only  during 
the  first  ten  years  (1854-1864),  their  number  totaled  595  thousand136.  The 
majority  of  Circassians  and  Tatars  were  settled  in  the  Balkan  vilayets  in  order  to 
increase  the  number  of  Muslims  there.  Ali  and  Fuat  used  every  apt  situation  to 
resort  to  the  well-tested  by  the  Turkish  ruling  elite  of  the  past  method  of  getting 
rid  of  the  disgusting  “infidels”  - that  is,  forcible  Islamization. 

The  fundamental  provisions  of  the  concept  of  “merging”  of  the 
multiethnic  population  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  were  oriented  to  alienation  of  the 
non-Turkish  peoples.  That  was  the  topmost  goal.  Equality  of  Muslims  and  non- 
Muslims,  “impartial”  policy  towards  the  subject  peoples  were  nothing  but  a veil 
to  obscure  it. 

Ali  and  Fuat  developed  a long-term  program  of  “merging”  and  tried  to  put 
into  effect  its  main  points.  The  legislative  reforms,  carried  out  during  their  rule, 
prove  that  they  were  acting  in  accordance  with  that  program. 

As  has  already  been  mentioned,  an  essential  place  in  the  program  was 
assigned  to  the  measures  towards  transformation  of  millets  to  purely  religious 
institutions  by  revoking  their  privilege  in  civil  administration.  The  provision, 
included  in  the  text  of  the  Hatt-i  Hiimayun  dated  February  18,  1856,  ensured  the 
implementation  of  said  idea:  the  religious  leaders  of  millets,  who  traditionally 
managed  the  community  affairs  and  acted  as  mediators  between  the  ordinary 
members  of  millets  and  the  Turkish  authorities,  were  banned  from  engaging  in 
civil  matters.  The  latter  were  transferred  to  the  leaders  of  meclis  (special 
councils),  consisting  of  both  clerical  and  secular  persons137.  Thus,  patriarchs 
were  deprived  of  the  right  to  fully  represent  at  the  Sublime  Porte  the  interests  of 
the  community  they  headed,  while  the  newly  established  councils  were  not  given 
such  right.  Thenceforward,  for  a non-Muslim,  the  only  way  to  seek  protection 
from  oppressions  by  the  Turkish  authorities  was  to  apply  to  courts, 
superintended  by  the  same  authorities...  This  laid  foundation  for  the  collapse  of 
the  system,  which  had  been  ensuring  autonomy  of  the  internal  life  of  non- 
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Muslim  nations  within  the  millets.  It  was  replaced  by  a system  of  purely 
religious  institutions,  deprived  of  privileges  to  engage  in  the  public  life.  Ten 
years  after,  in  March  of  1866,  an  official  circular  was  published,  which  restated 
this  provision  of  the  Hatt-l  Hiimayun religious  leaders  were  prohibited  to  submit 
to  the  Sublime  Porte  the  so  called  taqrirs  (complaints),  concerning  any  problems 
other  than  religious. 

The  Hatt-l  Hiimayun  contained  yet  another  idea:  the  activity  of  non- 
Muslim  millets  should  be  directly  supervised  by  the  authorities  - through 
involvement  of  the  elite  of  the  millets  into  the  Ottoman  administrative  system: 
by  one  of  the  provisions  of  the  Hatt , millet  leaders  were  to  be  paid  state  salary, 
thereby  becoming  government  employees138. 

All  the  residents  of  the  empire,  regardless  of  their  national  or  religious 
identity,  were  unified  in  the  Hatt-l  Hiimayums  “subjects  of  the  Sublime  state”, 
“subjects  of  the  sacred  state”,  “subjects  of  the  sultan”.  The  American  Turkologist 
R.  Davison  noted  that  it  was  a step  aimed  at  removing  the  “barriers  between  the 
millets”139. 

In  the  Hatt , the  word  vatanda!  lill  °,  equivalent  for  patriotism , was  used 
for  the  first  time.  There  were  formulated  such  notions,  which  later  made  the  basis 
of  the  concepts  “Ottoman  nation”  and  “Ottoman  patriotism”. 

The  analysis  of  the  content  of  the  sultan’s  Hatt  showed  that  it  already 
carried  the  concepts  of  the  policy  of  “merging”  in  embryonic  state.  However,  the 
Hatt  was  not  a legislative  act  as  such.  It  only  contained  some  novelties  which 
introduction  into  legislation  was  still  ahead.  It  was  accomplished  in  the  60s. 

The  Tanzimat  leaders  Reforms  attached  great  importance  to  the  reforms  in 
the  field  of  local  governance.  Therefore  their  reform  of  the  vilayet  system  was 
regarded  as  a most  significant  step  towards  creating  conditions  for  “merging”. 

The  so-called  “Law  on  the  Danube  Vilayet”  was  adopted  in  1864  and 
served  as  a model  for  the  Law  on  vilayet,  passed  in  1867.  In  the  anonymous 
brochure,  published  in  Paris,  Ali  Pa!  a claimed  that  the  Law  met  the  interests  of 
the  residents  of  the  country,  irrespective  of  their  national  and  religious 
affiliation141.  The  analysis  of  the  Law  allows  us  to  identify  the  major  trends  and 
goals  of  the  Tanzimat  leaders’  policy  of  administrative  reforms. 
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Thus,  according  to  the  Law,  all  the  residents  of  the  Danube  vilayet,  which 
encompassed  the  greater  part  of  Bulgaria,  were  announced  “subjects  of  the 
Sublime  state”,  no  matter  which  community  they  belonged  to.  By  that,  one  of  the 
most  important  provisions  of  the  policy  of  “merging”  was  legally  confirmed. 
Non-Muslims  were  vested  the  right  of  equal  representation  in  the  administrative 
councils  of  all  levels  (vilayets,  sangaks  and  kazas)142.  Yet,  as  the  Muslim 
population  of  the  vilayets  mostly  consisted  of  Turks,  whereas  the  non-Muslims, 
besides  Bulgarians,  included  also  Greeks,  Armenians,  Jews  and  others,  so  Turks 
unquestionably  were  to  constitute  the  majority  in  the  meclis.  The  principle  of 
“equal  representation”,  particularly  in  the  conditions  of  the  Danube  vilayet, 
where  the  number  of  non-Muslim  males  was  twice  as  big  as  the  number  of  the 
others143,  in  reality  pursued  the  goal  of  ensuring  a disproportionately  big 
representation  of  Muslims  in  the  meclis. 

Along  with  the  notorious  principle  of  “equal  representation”,  the  Law 
contained  provisions,  legalizing  much  bigger  representation  of  Muslims  in  the 
newly  set  up  provincial  meclis  of  different  levels.  The  Law  proposed,  for 
example,  establishment  of  1 1 -member  vilayet  meclis , headed  by  the  vali.  Only  6 
of  those  11  were  to  be  elected  (3  Muslims  and  3 non-Muslims),  whereas  the 
remaining  five  were  included  into  the  meclis  “ ex  officio' the  vali  (chairman  of 
the  meclis ),  the  inspector  of  the  Sharia  courts,  the  financial  administrator  of  the 
vilayet,  the  postal  administrator,  and  the  foreign  relations  administrator.  The 
absolute  majority  of  these  managerial  positions  in  vilayets  were  occupied  by 
Turks.  In  practice,  of  1 1 meclis  members,  only  three  or  four  were  non-Muslims. 
In  meclis  of  sangaks  and  kazas  the  proportion  was  very  much  the  same. 

One  of  the  goals  of  the  Law  of  1864  was  to  limit  the  traditional 
independence  of  internal  affairs  in  the  self-governing  Bulgarian  communities. 
Thenceforth,  the  meclis  members  were  considered  representatives  of  all  the 
“Ottomans”,  not  of  specific  communities144.  Instead  of  community  councils,  the 
so-called  councils  of  elders  were  established,  which  were  a compliant  tool  in  the 
hands  of  the  authorities,  and  assured  a more  effective  supervision  by  the 
authorities  of  the  life  in  the  Bulgarian  communities. 

According  to  the  Law,  mixed  juducial  councils,  headed  by  a Turk  cadi , 
were  also  founded  to  investigate  legal  cases  between  Muslims  and  non-Muslims. 
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The  council  members,  Christians  including,  were  paid  a state  salary,  which 
meant  they  were  government  employees. 

As  was  mentioned  above,  in  conformity  with  the  Law  of  1864,  Christians 
were  entitled  to  be  elected  meclis  members.  A vast  place  in  the  Law  (Paragraphs 
67-82)  was  given  to  the  organization  of  elections  to  councils  of  different 
levels145.  The  analysis  of  these  paragraphs  makes  clear  that  elections  were  to  be 
conducted  so  as  to  guarantee  a win  for  such  non-Muslims,  who  would  appear 
most  helpful  for  the  authorities.  In  other  words,  the  organization  of  elections  was 
assigned  to  the  authorities,  who,  in  their  turn,  gained  the  opportunity  to  exercise 
control  over  the  elections.  For  candidates,  high  property  qualification  was  set, 
much  higher  than  the  “high”  level  for  meclis.  Clearly,  the  authors  of  the  Law 
preferred  to  rely  on  the  well-to-do  strata  of  the  society,  non-Muslim  strata 
including. 

In  the  spirit  of  “merging”  reorganized  were  also  the  central  bodies  of 
power.  In  March,  1867,  instead  of  the  Supreme  Judicial  Council,  two  new 
institutions  were  founded  - State  Council  and  Justice  Council.  The  Sublime 
Porte  attached  exceptional  importance  to  the  State  Council.  The  first  article  of  its 
Statute  read  that  it  was  “the  central  body  of  administrative  management  of  the 
empire”146.  Even  though  non-Muslims  were  also  appointed  in  the  Councils,  the 
structure  of  the  latter  did  not  reflect  the  proportion  of  peoples  and  national- 
confessional  groups  of  the  empire.  Thus,  of  41  members  of  the  State  Council, 
only  13  were  non-Muslims147.  Midhat  Pa!  a,  the  ardent  supporter  of  the  policy  of 
“merging”,  was  designated  as  chairman  of  the  Council.  On  the  whole,  the 
institution  of  the  State  Council  was  yet  another  step  towards  introducing  the 
ideas  of  “merging”  in  the  administrative  and  management  system  of  the  Ottoman 
Empire. 

In  the  program  of  “merging”,  a great  importance  was  attached  to  the 
“ideological  merging”  of  the  Ottoman  nations.  Supposedly,  fostering  them  in  the 
spirit  of  allegiance  to  the  sultan  and  the  “Ottoman  homeland”  will  make 
“merging”  feasible.  To  this  end,  two  measures  were  proposed:  mixed  Muslim- 
Christian  system  of  public  education,  and  mixed  military  formations. 

In  1860,  a governmental  decree  was  issued,  in  which  the  necessity  to  let 
Christians  into  Muslim  schools  was  indicated,  on  the  ground  that  thus  they 
would  be  educated  in  complete  agreement  with  “the  spirit  of  the  government”, 
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and  further  on  be  employed  as  public  servants148.  This  decree  failed  to  be 
implemented  in  full.  Not  only  Muslims  were  against  it,  who  considered  that 
mixed  education  of  children  contradicts  the  spirit  of  Islam,  but  also  Christians, 
who  had  read  the  hidden  goal  of  the  government  - “thereby  to  weaken  the  sense 
of  nation  and  religion  in  them”149. 

Assuming  in  1869  one  of  the  highest  offices  in  Constantinople,  that  of 
Chairman  of  the  State  Council,  Midhat  Pa!  a played  an  instrumental  role  in 
drafting  the  “Law  on  Public  Education”.  In  that  voluminous  document  of  196 
articles,  the  ideas  of  the  adherents  of  “merging”  by  way  of  “purposeful  fostering” 
of  the  spirit  of  allegiance  to  the  “Ottoman  homeland”  in  the  non-Turkish  nations 
were  formulated.  The  document  makes  apparent  two  principal  trends  of  the 
policy  of  “merging”  in  the  sphere  of  education:  to  shatter  the  advanced  system  of 
public  education  of  Christian  nations  - along  with  intensifying  the  governmental 
control  over  it,  on  the  one  hand,  and  to  create  a new  network  of  educational 
institutions,  aimed  to  serve  the  “ideological  merging”  of  all  the  residents  of  the 
country,  on  the  other. 

According  to  the  Law,  all  the  schools  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  were 
subdivided  into  state  and  private  schools150.  For  non-Muslim  children  mainly 
designated  were  the  private  schools,  which,  by  Article  1 of  the  Law,  were  to  be 
supervised  directly  by  the  state.  Incidentally,  the  Hatt-l  Hiimayun  of  1856 
provided  for  establishing  special  meclis  to  supervise  the  schools  of  the  subject 
Christian  nations151.  The  authors  of  the  Law  of  1869  considered  this  provision 
overly  “liberal”,  and  decided  to  put  the  non-Muslim  schools  under  the  direct 
governmental  control. 

The  creators  of  the  Law  went  even  further.  They  included  provisions  in 
the  text,  aimed  to  hamper  the  progress  of  elucidation  process  among  Christians. 
This  is  typified  by  Article  129,  which  stipulated  that  a “private”  school  could 
only  be  opened  on  the  permission  of  the  Ministry  of  Education,  or  the  vali  of  the 
vilayet,  and  on  the  precondition  that  all  the  teachers  at  the  newly  founded  school 
should  have  an  official  permit  or  a diploma,  given  by  the  Ministry  of  Public 
Education.  This  complicated  the  procedure  of  opening  new  schools. 
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The  Articles  of  the  Law  of  1869,  brought  above,  made  clear  that  one  of 
the  goals  of  the  program  of  “merging”  was  to  put  an  end  to  the  autonomy  of  the 
advanced  system  of  educational  institutions  of  the  Christian  nations. 

As  was  noted  above,  the  initiators  of  the  policy  of  “merging”  realized 
perfectly  well  that  to  hamper  the  rise  of  the  national-liberation  ideology  solely  by 
restrictive  measures  was  impossible.  Therefore,  for  the  first  time  ever,  they 
advanced  the  idea  of  “purposeful”  fostering  of  the  spirit  of  loyalty  to  the  sultan 
and  the  “Ottoman  homeland”  in  the  non-Muslim  subjects.  This  was  the  ultimate 
goal  of  the  provisions  on  “mixed”  education  of  Muslims  and  non-Muslims. 

This  principle  was  introduced  into  the  schools  of  the  second  level.  As  is 
seen  from  Article  38,  the  idadiye  mixed  schools  offered  no  special  subjects  for 
non-Muslim  children,  except  theology.  Hence,  at  such  schools  the  children  of 
any  other  nationality  but  Turkish  were  eventually  doomed  to  denationalization. 

The  authors  of  the  Law  did  not  dare  to  introduce  the  principle  of  “mixed” 
education  into  the  primary  schools  of  the  first  level.  Most  likely,  they  took  into 
account  Midhat  Pa!a’s  failed  experience  in  the  Danube  vilayet.  In  the 
settlements,  where  Christians  constituted  the  majority,  the  Law  offered,  along 
with  the  sibyan  schools  for  Muslims,  to  open  state  primary  schools  for  Christian 
children  only.  At  first  glance,  this  provision  seemed  favorable  for  non-Muslim 
nations.  But  there  was  the  disillusioning  Article  6 of  the  Law,  according  to  which 
the  disciplines,  related  with  the  history  and  literature  of  the  nationality  which 
children  attended  those  schools,  were  not  taught.  Furthermore,  the  Law  indicated 
that  the  local  Christian  communities  were  to  allot  means  for  building  such 
schools... 

Christian  children,  who  finished  mixed  or  “pure”  Muslim  schools,  were 
allowed,  according  to  the  Law  of  1869,  to  enter  lyceums,  which  were  to  train 
personnel,  loyal  to  the  Sublime  Porte.  The  most  famous  of  such  institutions  was 
the  Galatasaray  Lycee,  which  Statute  was  published  by  the  Sublime  Porte  in 
1868.  In  Article  1,  the  goal  of  establishing  the  lyceum  was  formulated  as 
follows,  “Education  and  upbringing  of  young  people  from  the  Ottoman  subjects 
of  all  classes  - in  the  interests  of  the  empire”152.  This  formulation  is  in 
conformity  with  the  opinion  of  the  pro-Western  reformers  that  after  an 
appropriate  “upbringing”  it  would  be  possible  to  allow  non-Muslims  to  be 
employed  as  public  servants. 

Ali’s  and  Fuat’s  attempts  to  create  mixed  military  formations  ended  in 
failure.  The  first  such  attempt  was  made  in  May,  1855,  when  the  sultan’s  irade 


152  Dustiir.  Cild-i  sani,  Istanbul.  1289,  s.  245. 
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on  abolishing  harag  and  spreading  military  duty  over  the  entire  population  was 
promulgated153. 

In  that  document,  in  the  expressions,  typical  of  the  Tanzimat  period,  it 
was  claimed  that,  since  in  the  Ottoman  state  non-Muslims  have  the  right  to 
“flourish  and  live  in  dignity”  under  the  law,  so  they  ought  to  serve  in  the  army 
just  as  Muslims  do.  “Until  now,  only  the  Muslim  subjects  did  their  duty,”  the 
irade  read,  “whereas  the  defense  of  the  homeland  is  everybody’s  duty  ”154.  At  the 
same  time,  it  contained  one  important  reservation  - that  the  dominating  position 
of  Muslims  should  be  maintained  in  the  “mixed"  army,  because  they  - allegedly 
- were  “used  to”  handle  weapon,  and,  besides,  they  - allegedly  - constituted  the 
majority  of  the  empire.155  In  fact,  by  Law,  the  non-Muslim  subjects  were  to  be 
used  as  “cannon  fodder”  for  protecting  the  falling  empire. 

Both  Muslims  and  Christians  were  against  the  Law  of  1855.  The  former - 
because  they  would  not  agree  that  “giaours”  might  be  allowed  to  carry  weapon, 
while  the  majority  of  the  latter  thought  it  imprudent  to  shed  blood  in  defense  of 
the  hated  statehood.  Therefore,  the  Law  of  1855  remained  on  paper,  and  mixed 
military  formations  did  not  come  into  existence  after  its  issuance.  In  the 
beginning  of  the  60s,  this  problem  was  again  on  the  agenda,  and  no  final 
decision  had  been  reached156. 

The  crown  of  Ali’s  and  Fuat’s  efforts  to  introduce  the  concept  of 
“merging”  into  the  constitution  was  the  Law  of  1869  on  Ottoman  citizenship157. 
According  to  Paragraph  1 of  the  Act,  all  the  residents  of  the  Ottoman  Empire, 
independent  of  their  national  affiliation  and  confession,  were  declared  “subjects 
of  the  Ottoman  state”158. 

Outwardly,  the  Law  seemed  favorable  for  non-Muslims,  as  in  the 
theocratic  Ottoman  Empire,  for  the  first  time  ever,  officially  formulated  was  their 
right  to  be  called  “subjects”,  equal  with  Muslims;  the  religious  discrimination, 
which  over  centuries  had  been  the  major  feature  of  Muslim  states,  was  formally 
put  an  end  to. 


153  Eastern  Papers:  Correspondence  respecting  Christian  privileges  in  Turkey,  London, 
1856,  XVIII.  p.  1-3. 
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156  N.  P.  Ignat’ ev  - A.  M.  Gorchakovu,  Konstantinopol’,  21  marta/2  aprelia  1867  g.  [N.  P. 
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At  that,  the  actual  significance  of  the  Law  was  different:  it  deprived  the 
non-Turkish  nations  of  their  right  to  national  identity.  Thenceforth,  all  the 
residents  of  the  empire  were  “Ottoman  subjects”  - not  Greeks,  Bulgarians, 
Armenians...  It  was  a crucial  step  towards  “mixing  and  merging”  of  the 
multiethnic  population  of  the  empire. 

In  conclusion,  it  should  be  stated  that  the  initiators  of  the  “mixing  and 
merging”  policy  managed  to  give  legal  definition  to  only  some  of  their  programs. 
Very  important  provisions  remained  unexercised.  They  failed  to  create  an 
operative  and  strictly  centralized  administrative  system,  able  to  support  said 
“merging”.  The  reforms  in  the  educational  and  military  spheres,  intended  to 
shape  the  “common  spirit”,  did  not  fully  comply  with  what  had  been 
premeditated. 

The  authors  of  the  policy  of  “merging”  themselves  realized  this.  At  the 
end  of  his  life,  assessing  the  outcomes  of  their  joint  efforts  with  Fuat,  Ali  Pa!  a 
recognized  with  a heavy  heart,  “We  proved  powerless...” 

Nonetheless,  even  as  much  as  the  Tanzimat  reformers  had  managed  to 
carry  out,  presented  risks  for  the  further  independent  existence  of  the  Christian 
nations.  The  laws,  initiated  and  enacted  by  them,  paved  the  way  for  the 
“peaceful”  alienation  of  the  subject  peoples.  Let  us  not  forget  that  said 
“merging”  was  being  implemented  under  the  pretence  of  pro-Western  reforms 
and  establishment  of  a fair  administrative  system  for  all  the  subjects  of  the 
sultan. 

The  aforementioned  facts  demonstrate  that,  during  the  years  of  Tanzimat, 
the  policy  of  the  Sublime  Porte  on  national  issues,  despite  declaration  of  a 
number  of  progressive  concepts  in  governmental  acts,  was  characterized 
intensification  of  conservative,  antinational,  oppressive  tendencies.  It  impels  us 
to  revise  the  general  assessment  of  the  Tanzimat  period  in  western  and  Turkish 
historiography,  as  well  as  the  widespread  opinion  that  the  Turkish  authorities 
pursued  the  policy  of  “liberalization”  towards  the  subject  nations.  May  we 
unreservedly  assert  that  the  Tanzimat  novelties  were  progressive,  if  they  were 
meant  to  oppress  the  national  spirit  of  the  Christian  nations?  In  essence, 
Tanzimat,  as  is  shown  below,  paved  the  way  for  the  proto-genocidal  situation  in 
the  country  to  come  into  existence.  It  is  not  at  all  coincidental  that  Ali’s  and 
Fuat’s  younger  colleague  Midhat  became  the  one  to  author  the  first  program  of 
genocidal  nature  in  the  Ottoman  Empire. 
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Chapter  3 


THE  OPPOSITIONAL  CONSTITUTIONAL  MOVEMENT 
AND  THE  CHRISTIANS 


THE  IDEOLOGY  OF  THE  CONSTITUTIONALISTS 

The  oppositional  Constitutional  movement  stemmed  from  the  secret  group 
of  the  “New  Ottomans”,  founded  in  1865  in  Constantinople.  In  the  beginning  of 
their  activity  its  members  were  under  the  influence  of  extremely  anti-Christian 
and  radical  Muslim  ideas  of  Sheikh  Ahmet,  who  headed  the  anti-Tanzimat 
conspiracy,  known  as  the  “ Kuleli  Event ’.  The  “New  Ottoman”  leaders  spoke 
highly  of  the  conspirators’  acts.  Their  ideologist  Namik  Kemal  (1842-1888) 
remarked  in  the  “Hiirriyet”  (published  by  him)  that  Ahmet  and  his  company 
sought  to  “save  the  state”159. 

Obviously,  this  influenced  the  Constitutionalists’  attitudes  towards  the 
national  question.  They  had  formed  it  during  the  first  years  of  their  activity.  They 
perceived  the  national  question  as  purely  religious.  The  whole  intricate  complex 
of  political  issues,  ensuing  from  the  extreme  great-power  policy  of  the  empire 
towards  the  subject  Christian  nations,  was  characterized  by  them  as  a conflict 
between  Islam  and  Christianity. 

Following  Sheikh  Ahmet,  the  “New  Ottomans”  considered  that  the  rights 
of  Muslims  had  - allegedly  - been  limited  in  consequence  of  the  Tanzimat 
reforms,  while  Christians  were  granted  too  many  privileges.  They  labeled  the 
Hatt-l  Hii Humayu «)f  1856,  which  heralded  the  beginning  of  the  second  phase 
of  Tanzimat,  a “firman  on  privileges”160.  They  wrote  that  in  the  Tanzimat  era,  the 
goal  of  the  policy  the  Sublime  Porte  pursued  was  to  “satisfy  Christians,”  for 
which  reason  Muslims  as  though  appeared  in  the  position  of  a “persecuted 
community”161.  For  that  reason,  according  to  the  “Muhbir”  periodical,  also 
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belonging  to  the  “New  Ottomans”,  the  latter  announced  themselves  defenders  of 
the  rights  of  the  “humiliated”  Muslims  of  the  empire162. 

The  “New  Ottomans”  did  not  understand  the  true  goals  of  the  Tanzimat 
leaders’  policy  towards  the  Christian  nations;  they  did  not  realize  that  said  policy 
was  intended  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  empire  by  new,  more  flexible 
means.  Ali  Pa!  a and  Fuat  Pa!  a were  looked  upon  as  “traitors”,  because  in  1856, 
as  editor  of  the  “Htirriyet”  Namik  Kemal  put  it,  the  latter  published  “the  famous 
firman  on  privileges”,  which  turned  Christians  into  “pa!  as,  renowned  and 
revered  people”163. 

In  those  years,  the  attitude  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  towards  the  Christian 
citizens  was  marked  by  extreme  intolerance.  The  Prussian  diplomat  A. 
Mordtmann,  who  knew  some  of  them  closely,  wrote  that  the  members  of  the 
organization  sought  not  only  to  remove  Ali  Pa!  a and  abolish  the  novelties  after 
the  European  model,  introduced  in  the  course  of  the  Tanzimat  period,  but  to 
“organize  an  unconcealed  oppression  of  the  sultan’s  Christian  subjects”164.  In 
particular,  they  qualified  the  adoption  of  the  Constitutions  of  the  Armenian 
Apostolic  and  the  Greek  Orthodox  millets,  imposed  by  the  Sublime  Porte,  as  a 
pernicious  innovation165.  As  is  known,  the  adoption  of  these  Constitutions  had 
had  a certain  positive  effect  on  the  condition  of  the  subject  nations,  having 
activated  their  social  life  and  advanced  their  political  and  nationalist 
consciousness.  This  was  why  the  “New  Ottomans”  condemned  the  Turkish 
government,  and  why  Namik  Kemal  spoke  against  Ali  Pa!  a’s  permission  for  the 
Bulgarians  to  separate  from  Greek  Church166. 

The  hostile  attitude  towards  the  national-liberation  movement  of  the 
Christian  peoples  had  always  been  characteristic  of  the  “New  Ottoman”  leaders. 
In  the  beginning  of  the  movement  it  aggravated  to  critical,  since  at  that  period  of 
time,  as  politicians,  Namik  Kemal  with  his  friends  were  not  so  experienced  as  to 
conceal  their  true  intentions.  Besides,  they  were  under  the  influence  of  Sheikh 
Ahmet’s  ideas. 
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The  then  views  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  regarding  the  national-liberation 
movement  of  Christians  manifested  themselves  pronouncedly  in  their  positioning 
towards  the  struggle  of  Cretan  Greeks  in  1866-1869. 

The  “New  Ottomans”  press  gave  a vast  space  to  the  developments  in 
Crete.  In  the  publications,  advanced  was  the  idea  that  the  suppression  of  the 
revolt  would  be  of  great  importance  for  the  future  of  the  Ottoman  Empire.  The 
“Muhbir”  even  observed  that  the  “independence  of  the  Ottoman  Empire” 
depended  on  it167.  Both  the  “Muhbir”  and  the  “Tasfir-i  Efker”  (the  latter  edited 
by  Namik  Kemal)  rigorously  criticized  the,  in  their  opinion,  overly  “soft” 
attitude  of  the  Sublime  Porte  towards  the  rebels.  Ali  Pa!a’s  policy  in  Crete  they 
qualified  as  “pro-Christian”,  and  labeled  him  a traitor.  Their  attitude  served  as  a 
background  for  the  satiric  poem  “Zafer-name”,  written  by  the  renowned  poet  and 
a famous  figure  of  the  “New  Ottoman”  movement  Ziya  Pa!  a (1825-1880).  He 
subjected  to  criticism  and  derided  Ali’s  policy  of  “concessions”  to  the  rebel 
Cretans168. 

Namik  Kemal  proposed  to  substitute  the  “principle  of  violent  force”  for 
the  policy  of  concessions,  and  exterminate  all  the  Christians  living  on  the  island, 
since  that  was  the  only  way,  he  wrote  in  the  “Tasfir-i  Efker”,  to  restore  “peace” 
in  Crete.  He  considered  improbable  even  the  smallest  concessions  to 
Christians169.  An  intensive  anti-Greek  campaign  was  launched  by  the  “Tasfir-i 
Efker”  in  connection  with  the  crisis  in  Crete.  The  Greeks,  living  in  the  capital 
city,  were  blamed  for  antagonizing  other  Christians  against  the  “millet  of  Islam” 
by  “singing  anti-Turkish  songs”170.  Namik  Kemal  called  for  the  government  to 
apply  punitive  measures  against  Ottoman  Greeks,  to  exile  them  from  the 
country171.  The  “Muhbir”,  in  its  turn,  published  materials  in  support  of  the 
Muslims  in  Crete17". 

Among  the  oppositionists,  a storm  of  wrath  burst  out  when  the  Sublime 
Porte  forcedly  surrendered  the  Citadel  of  Belgrade  to  Serbia,  and  recognized 
Montenegro’s  independence.  Ali  Suavi  wrote  in  the  “Muhbir”,  “Our  ancestors 
shed  blood  to  conquer  every  inch  of  this  land,  while  we,  their  disreputable  sons, 
give  it  all  back  by  inches.” 
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These  forced  political  concessions  by  the  Sublime  Porte,  ensuing  from  the 
general  weakening  of  the  empire  and  decline  of  its  military  power,  were 
perceived  by  the  “New  Ottomans”  as  concessions  to  “infidels”,  as 
acknowledgement  of  the  Muslims’  weakness  before  Christians.  They  tried  to 
arouse  the  once-warlike  spirit  of  Muslims  by  publishing  literary-publicist  works, 
containing  militant  calls  against  the  Christian  world.  Namik  Kemal  wrote  in  his 
popular  political  essay  “Dream”,  “Our  prophet  used  to  serve  the  world  with  his 
yata!  an.  We,  too,  must  go  that  way...  Let  us  try  to  prove  that  we  belong  to  the 
Ottoman  nation,  making  the  entire  world  tremble  with  fear...  Let  us  show  the 
giaours  our  might;  let  us  do  that  pleasure  to  the  prophet”173. 

Earlier,  such  themes  sounded  in  the  works  by  Ibrahim  ! inasi.  He  glorified 
the  warlike  spirit  of  “true  Ottomans”,  their  victories  over  giaours174.  He  founded 
the  first  military  newspaper  in  Turkish  history  - the  “Jeride-i  Askerie”.  In  his 
articles  he  praised  Ottoman  Turks,  the  world’s  most  militant  people,  which  every 
representative  is  a warrior  and  a warrior’s  son175. 

In  the  very  beginning  of  their  activity,  the  “New  Ottomans”  spoke  in 
favor  of  the  Constitutional  way  of  solving  the  national  problem,  which  they 
contemplated  as  a potential  for  ensuring  the  unity  of  the  multi-confessional  and 
multi-ethnic  population  of  the  empire.  Halil  ! erif  Pa!  a,  a highborn  Egyptian, 
who  had  joined  the  “New  Ottomans”,  drafted  a leaflet,  which  claimed  that  “the 
Constitution  will  promptly  restore  the  authority  of  the  Muslim  state...  putting  an 
end  to  the  political  and  social  differences  between  Muslims  and  non- 
Muslims”176.  The  cited  passage  proves  that  the  Muslim  image  of  the  state  was 
not  only  to  remain  unchanged,  but  was  to  consolidate  still  further  by  declaring 
the  Constitution. 

Besides  Halil  ! erif  Pa!  a,  another  prominent  Egyptian  aristocrat 
participated  in  the  “New  Ottoman”  movement  - Mustafa  Fazil  Pa!  a,  the  brother 
of  Ismail  Pa!  a,  the  khedive  of  Egypt.  In  the  beginning  of  1867,  in  the  European 
newspapers,  his  open  letter  to  Abdtil  Aziz  was  printed177,  revealing  the 
following  perception  of  the  author,  “The  glorious  times”,  when  “the  founders  of 
the  empire”  - Turks  and  their  subject  peoples  - lived  in  harmony,  are  far  behind. 
At  present,  the  Christian  nations  demonstrate  disobedience,  rebel  against  the 
sultan.  The  reason,  apart  from  the  provocations  on  behalf  of  the  European  state 
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powers,  is  the  bad  governance  of  the  Ottoman  rulers.  Both  Muslims  and 
Christians  are  infuriated.  Yet,  the  situation  with  Muslims  is  markedly  worse, 
since  they  do  not  enjoy  as  many  privileges,  and  do  not  have  as  many  defenders 
as  Christians”.  In  order  to  save  the  state  from  downfall,  the  author  proposed  to 
establish  a respectable,  “liberal  and  fair”  system  that  would  put  an  end  to 
oppressions,  meet  all  the  expectations  of  the  subjects,  irrespective  of  their 
religious  affiliation,  and  restore  the  bygone  concord  among  them178. 

On  the  whole,  the  difference  between  the  approaches  of  Mustafa  Fazil 
Pa!  a and  other  “New  Ottomans”  is  not  big.  Mustafa  Fazil  Pa!  a,  just  like  them, 
accentuates  the  more  intensive  oppression  of  Muslims  compared  with  Christians, 
proposes  to  annihilate  all  the  privileges  of  the  latter,  which  they  allegedly 
enjoyed.  At  the  same  time,  worth  attention  is  that,  the  open  letter  made  no 
mention  about  retaining  the  Sharia  as  the  foundation  of  the  Ottoman  Empire’s 
state  order.  Vice  versa,  it  claimed  that  religion  must  not  be  the  political 
foundation  of  a state.  This  idea  is  in  apparent  conflict  with  the  principal  notion  of 
the  “New  Ottomans”:  “If  our  state  (i.e.  the  Ottoman  Empire  - R.  S.)  wishes  to  be 
powerful,  it  shall  rely  on  the  Sharia  and  continue  being  an  Islamic  state”179. 

The  concept  of  patriotism,  advanced  by  Mustafa  Fazil  Pa!  a,  was  more 
secularized;  it  was  based  on  nationalist  sentiments  rather  than  religious.  He  had 
written  many  a time  about  “lofty  sentiments  which  are  typical  of  the  Turkish 
race”  - not  Muslims  in  general.  Fazil  Pa!  a differed  from  the  other  leaders  of  the 
“New  Ottomans”  by  that  in  the  beginning  those  spoke  on  behalf  of  the  entire 
Muslim  millet,  not  just  the  Turkish  people. 

In  fact,  the  “New  Ottomans”  had  formulated  in  embryo  two 
interpretations  of  the  Turkish  nationalism:  one  of  them  attaching  more 
importance  to  Islam  as  its  frame,  while  the  basis  for  the  other  was  the  idea  of 
nation,  although  still  lacking  finalized  substantiation.  The  former  served  as  a 
theoretical  basis  for  the  first  genocidal  program,  the  latter  - for  the  subsequent 
programs. 

In  those  years,  the  views  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  were  most 
comprehensively  stated  in  Namik  Kemal’s  open  letter  to  the  editor  of  the  pro- 
governmental  newspaper  “Gazette  du  Levan”,  issued  in  Constantinople180.  In 
fact,  it  featured  the  basic  provisions  of  the  program  of  the  “New  Ottomans”. 


1,8  Ibid.,  s.  70-72. 
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The  letter  attached  great  attention  to  the  national-confessional  problem, 
with  a stress  on  the  latter  aspect.  The  author  spoke  on  behalf  of  the  Muslims, 
who,  as  he  put  it,  “are  the  predominant  millet  of  the  empire”.  The  commonplace 
arguments  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  regarding  Christians’  alleged  privileged  status 
were  brought.  Although  Kemal  could  not  but  admit  that  non-Muslims  were 
deprived  of  “certain  rights”,  which,  in  his  opinion,  was  compensated  by  the 
patronage  of  the  great  powers,  by  exemption  from  military  service.  The 
ideologist  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  shared  his  concerns  related  with  the  wish  of 
Christians  to  participate  in  state  governance.  Admitting  the  necessity  of  reforms, 
Namik  Kemal  called  to  implement  them  both  in  Muslim  and  non-Muslim 
environments,  rather  than  to  focus  on  a particular  millet,  as  the  government  had 
done  before,  pursuing  pro-Christian  policy. 

In  the  letter,  for  the  first  time  ever  the  topmost  goal  of  the  “New 
Ottomans”  in  solving  the  national  problem  was  clearly  stated.  Namik  Kemal 
wrote,  “Now  about  the  most  important  aspect  of  the  question.  The  “Gazette  du 
Levan”  writes  about  the  necessity  for  all  the  peoples  of  our  homeland  to  merge. 
We  admit  that  necessity”  (italics  mine  - R.  S.)lsl.  In  spite  of  the  severe  criticism 
of  the  national  policy,  pursued  by  the  leaders  of  Tanzimat  Ali  Pa!  a and  Fuat 
Pa!  a,  the  “New  Ottomans”,  in  fact,  agreed  with  its  major  goal  - “merging”  of  the 
peoples,  residing  in  the  empire.  The  letter  said  nothing  about  the  means  to 
achieve  that  end;  it  only  remarked  that  there  was  no  way  for  Christians  to  be 
allowed  to  take  part  in  the  state  governing  system. 

The  years,  spent  abroad,  had  a considerable  impact  on  the  formation  of 
the  world  outlook  of  the  “New  Ottomans”:  they  had  familiarized  with  the  works 
of  European  enlighteners,  studied  state  law,  as  well  as  the  state  order  in  the 
European  countries.  The  result  was  the  suggestion  of  limiting  the  sultan’s 
autocracy  by  way  of  Constitutional  amendments  in  the  spirit  of  Islam. 

Their  leaders  formulated  two  new  ideological-political  concepts  of  their 
time:  “Ottoman  nation”  (or  “Ottoman  community”),  and  “Ottoman  patriotism”. 
The  analysis  of  these  would  be  helpful  for  understanding  the  peculiarities  of  the 
“New  Ottoman”  ideology. 

The  concept  of  “Ottoman  nation”  was  considered  as  one  of  the  key 
notions  of  their  teaching.  It  was  used  to  characterize  the  wholeness  of  all  the 
peoples  of  the  empire,  at  that,  this  mythical  “nation”  certainly  included  both 
Muslims  and  non-Muslims.  Ziya  Pa!  a in  his  comments  to  the  poem  “Zafer- 
name”  gave  the  following  definition:  “The  phrase  “Ottoman  nation”  embraces  all 
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the  peoples,  regarded  as  subjects  of  the  Ottoman  state,  both  Muslims  and  non- 
Muslims”182. 

Identical  usage  had  the  phrase  “Ottoman  community”.  Some  of  the  “New 
Ottomans”,  Namik  Kemal  in  the  first  place,  assured  that  ummet  (“community”) 
was  the  exact  word  to  apply  to  all  the  nations  of  the  Ottoman  Empire, 
irrespective  of  their  religious-confessional  identity183.  He  contrasted  an  ummet 
which  denoted  the  wholeness  of  all  the  subjects  of  one  state,  to  a millet , which 
denoted  the  wholeness  of  followers  of  one  religion.  In  his  criticism  in  the 
“Hurriyef ’,  he  wrote  that  the  Sublime  Porte  “cannot  tell  a millet  from  an  ummet, 
does  not  know  the  difference  between  the  two”184.  Surprisingly,  Namik  Kemal 
would  himself  confuse  these  terms,  which  definition  he  had  given  himself.  It 
might  even  happen  in  one  and  the  same  article.  All  the  said  proves  that  the 
concept  of  the  “Ottoman  nation”  was  not  properly  developed.  It  took  almost  a 
whole  decade  for  one  of  these  denominations  - the  “Ottoman  nation”  - to  be 
commonly  accepted  (in  the  late  70s). 

The  semantic  evolution  of  the  word  millet  also  presents  interest.  In  the 
Koran  it  had  two  meanings  - religion  as  such  and  “true  religion”,  i.e.  Islam. 
Later  on,  in  Arabic,  it  was  used  as  an  antonym  for  zimmi,  which  meant  a 
wholeness  of  non-Muslims  - Christians  and  Jews  - who  enjoyed  the  patronage 
of  a Muslim  state185.  In  the  Ottoman  Empire,  a millet  was  a religious  community, 
officially  recognized  by  the  sultan.  Muslims  of  Sunni  Islam  were  considered  the 
“dominating  millet”,  while  the  non-Muslim  millets  were  contemptuously  called 
“the  other  millets”.  Millet  was  often  used  to  denote  non-Muslims;  Muslims, 
instead,  preferred  to  call  themselves  ummet 

As  European  ideas  permeated  into  the  Turkish  environment,  the  word 
millet  gradually  underwent  semantic  changes  and  lost  its  traditional  meaning 
(“religious  community”),  acquiring  a new  one,  juxtaposable  with  the  English 
nation.  One  of  the  initiators  of  Tanzimat,  the  renowned  politician  Sadik  Rifat 
Pa!  a was  the  first  to  use  the  word  millet  in  that  meaning.  He  used  such  phrases  as 
“millet’s  interests”,  “to  serve  the  millet”,  etc.186  Sadik  Rifat  did  not  specify, 
whether  he  referred  to  Muslims  or  non-Muslims.  With  him,  millet  had  acquired  a 
collective  meaning. 
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In  the  second  phase  of  the  Tanzimat  reforms  a new  phrase  appeared  in  the 
official  documentation:  “Ottoman  millet  of  the  Sublime  State”  (i.e.  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire).  At  first,  this  mainly  implied  Muslims,  the  subjects  of  the 
Ottoman  sultan.  With  intensification  of  the  policy  of  “merging”,  it  also  spread 
over  non-Muslims. 

In  the  political-social  essays  and  poetry  of  Ibrahim  ! inasi  the  meaning  of 
the  word  millet  underwent  a further  revision,  coming  even  closer  to  that  of 
nation.  ! inasi  was  the  first  to  use  such  phrases  as  “allegiance  to  the  millet  ”, 
“idea  of  a millet  ”,  as  well  as  “council  of  the  millet  ”,  etc.1S7.  These  were 
borrowed  by  other  “New  Ottomans”  and  widely  used  in  the  press.  Then  they 
found  their  place  in  the  Turkish  language  as  the  main  expressions  for  the  Turkish 
nationalist  ideology. 

! inasi  counted  himself  as  the  mouthpiece  of  the  “Ottomans”.  He  called 
his  “Tasfir-i  Efker”  an  “Ottoman  newspaper”188.  In  Ibrahim  ! inasi’s  essays  a 
marked  tendency  is  observed  to  subdivide  the  “Ottomans”  into  the  “true  ones”, 
meaning  Turks,  and  the  rest,  or  the  secondary  ones,  meaning  non-Muslims.  In 
the  editorial  to  the  first  issue  of  the  “Teijuman-i  Akhval”  (another  newspaper, 
published  by  him),  he  called  it  a “true  Ottoman”  newspaper,  as  opposed  to 
periodicals  of  the  non-Muslim  peoples.  For  ! inasi,  the  criterion  for  belonging  to 
the  “true  Ottoman”  community  was  the  Turkish  language189. 

The  “New  Ottomans”  explained  the  necessity  for  all  the  peoples  of  the 
Ottoman  state  - Muslim  and  non-Muslim  - to  merge  into  a single  “Ottoman 
nation”,  exemplifying  the  European  countries  and  the  United  States.  England, 
France,  Austria,  Portugal,  Belgium  and  some  other  European  countries  were  the 
models  of  such  states  in  which  differences  in  nationality,  language  and  creed 
“can  never  hinder  or  debar  unification”,  wrote  Namik  Kemal  in  the  article 
“Merging  of  Peoples”190. 

The  “New  Ottomans”,  falsifying  the  history  of  the  Ottoman  Empire, 
claimed  that,  from  the  very  beginning,  favoring  conditions  had  been  created 
there  for  the  non-Muslim  peoples  to  develop.  The  “Htirriyet”  stated,  “Right  after 
the  seizure  of  Istanbul,  we  granted  absolutely  equal  rights  to  representatives  of 
all  churches”191. 
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The  pivotal  idea  of  the  concept  of  “Ottoman  nation”  was  to  incorporate  all 
the  nations  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  into  one,  and  at  that,  as  Ibrahim  ! inasi  tried  to 
indirectly  assert,  only  Turks  were  meant  to  be  “first-grade”  Ottomans192. 
Consequently,  the  Christian  nations  of  the  empire  were  its  integral  parts,  or 
“components”.  In  fact,  the  concept  of  “Ottoman  nation”  retained  the 
subordinated  status  of  the  Christian  nations,  which  aggravated  their  situation  still 
further. 

The  “New  Ottomans”  found  that  there  were  quite  a few  factors, 
contributing  to  the  unity  of  the  elements  of  the  “Ottoman  nation”.  From  their 
perspective,  here  belonged: 

likeness  of  “geographical  conditions”; 
coincidence  of  “interests”,  economical  included; 
presence  of  the  “all-Ottoman”  idea. 

The  analysis  of  these  factors  allows  a better  understanding  of  some 
peculiarities  of  the  ideology  of  the  “New  Ottomans”. 

A major  precondition  for  the  existence  of  the  “Ottoman  nation"  was  the 
geographical  environment.  Namik  Kemal,  most  likely  under  the  influence  of 
Montesquieu’s  well-known  viewpoint,  was  inclined  to  make  a special  emphasis 
on  that  factor.  He  wrote,  “All  the  components,  residing  in  our  country, 
geographically  make  parts  of  one  body...  therefore,  they  have  completely  lost 
their  capacity  to  exist  separately,  as  well  as  their  force,  essential  for  attaining 
freedom”193.  Thus,  the  non-Turkish  peoples  were  denied  the  right  to  independent 
existence  from  the  very  outset,  with  the  reasoning  that  they  were  not  able  to 
separate  from  the  Ottoman  Empire. 

The  “New  Ottomans”  believed  that,  as  a result  of  long  existence  in  similar 
geographical  conditions,  common  interests  had  developed  among  the 
“components  of  the  Ottoman  nation”.  The  “Muhbir”,  addressing  non-Muslims, 
emphasized  that  their  interests  coincided  with  the  interests  of  Muslims’194. 
Namik  Kemal  wrote  about  “commonness  of  interests”  of  the  constituents  of  the 
“Ottoman  nation”195. 

In  Ali  Suavi’s  political  essay,  the  thesis  of  commonness  of  the  interests  of 
the  “components  of  the  Ottoman  nation”  was  made  specific.  He  wrote  about  the 
commonness  of  “material  interests”,  which  connected  the  peoples  of  the  empire 
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even  stronger.  So  the  “New  Ottomans”  tried  to  convince  the  readers  that  for  the 
non-Turkish  peoples  - from  the  “material”  point  of  view  - it  would  be  more 
advantageous  to  be  integrated  into  the  “Ottoman  nation”,  than  to  create  their  own 
national  states. 

The  leaders  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  attached  a great  importance  to  the 
factor  of  unity.  Different  authors  named  it  differently:  Namik  Kemal  wrote  about 
the  unity  of  “ideas”196,  Ziya  Pa!  a - about  “Ottoman  allegiance”197.  The  latter  was 
regarded  as  the  background  for  the  uniting  goal  of  all  the  “Ottomans”:  to  work 
for  the  welfare  of  “Ottomanism”. 

This  did  not  explain  the  fact  of  existence  of  the  national-liberation 
movement  of  the  Christian  peoples.  The  leaders  of  the  “New  Ottomans”,  in  an 
attempt  to  find  a way  out,  announced  that  said  unity  among  the  “Ottomans”  had 
existed  in  the  past,  at  the  times  when  the  might  of  the  empire  was  at  its  summit. 
This  approach  was  reflected,  for  instance,  in  the  book  “The  Basis  of  Revolution” 
by  the  renowned  journalist  and  author  Ahmet  Midhat,  who,  as  a member  of  the 
“New  Ottoman”  movement,  conveyed  their  views.  The  author  tried  to  prove  that, 
from  its  very  foundation,  the  sultanic  empire  was  not  just  an  Islamic  or  Turkish 
state,  but  a “common  homeland"  for  all  the  Ottomans,  irrespective  of  their 
religious  or  national  affiliation198,  and  at  that  time,  all  the  peoples  of  the  empire 
lived  in  a complete  “spiritual  unity”. 

The  “New  Ottomans”  considered  that  later  on,  said  “unity”  stopped 
existing.  Namik  Kemal  wrote,  “We  (meaning  the  “Ottomans”)  failed  to  reach 
ideological  unity”199.  This  was  the  exact  cause  of  liberation  movements  of  the 
Christian  peoples. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  “New  Ottomans”,  the  reasons  for  the  failure  of  the 
“spiritual  unity”  were:  the  purposeful  provocative  policy  of  the  European  states, 
Russia  in  the  first  place,  towards  the  Christian  subjects  of  the  Sublime  Porte,  and 
the  betrayal  (granting  too  many  privileges  to  non-Muslims)  by  the  Ottoman 
functionaries  of  the  Tanzimat  period  of  the  principles  of  the  Sharia. 

In  order  to  restore  the  “spiritual  unity”,  the  leaders  of  the  “New 
Ottomans”  suggested  introducing  changes  in  the  state  and  legal  systems,  meant 
to  restitute  the  Sharia  (i.e.  to  abolish  the  pro-Western  novelties  of  the  Tanzimat 
period).  They  also  insisted  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  only  way  of  solving 
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the  national  problem  was  to  declare  the  Constitution  with  some  bourgeois 
reforms  to  follow.  The  necessity  of  Constitutional  reforms  they  substantiated  by 
the  laws  of  the  Islamic  faith. 

These  were  not  the  only  ways  towards  the  consolidation  of  the  “spiritual 
unity”  of  the  “Ottoman  nation”,  proposed  by  the  “New  Ottomans”.  Among  other 
methods  supposed  fostering  the  spirit  of  loyalty  to  the  “Ottoman  nation”  in  non- 
Muslims,  instilling  in  them  “Ottoman  patriotism”.  To  that  end,  a network  of 
“mixed”  Christian-Muslim  educational  institutions  was  to  be  created  for  the 
Muslim  and  Christian  children  to  attend  together  and  be  educated  in  the  spirit  of 
“unity”.  In  that  way,  allegiance  to  the  “Ottoman  nation”  would  be  injected  into 
the  children  of  all  nationalities  from  the  school  desk. 

Here  is  what  Namik  Kemal  wrote  in  the  article  “Merging  of  Peoples”, 
printed  in  the  “Ibret”  newspaper:  “The  spiritual  merging  of  people  begins  in 
childhood,  namely  at  school,  as  a result  of  communication.  That  is  why  we  need 
to  work  towards  creating  such  schools  that  would  admit  representatives  of  all  the 
nations  and  creeds”200.  Identical  thoughts  were  promulgated  by  Ali  Suavi  on  the 
pages  of  the  “Muhbir”:  “Istanbul  must  adopt  the  Constitutional  form  of 
governance;  the  same  kind  of  schools  must  be  opened  in  the  country,  where 
teaching  must  be  conducted  in  the  same  way.  All  must  finish  the  same  kind  of 
school.  Thereby,  representatives  of  different  nations  will  develop  the  same  kind 
of  worldview.  Every  individual  will  say,  “I  am  Ottoman...”201 

As  an  instrument  of  merging,  the  language  was  also  prioritized  by  the 
“New  Ottomans”.  In  the  article  “Some  Contemplations  on  Literature”,  Namik 
Kemal  inferred  that  the  language  gave  rise  to  the  national  unity.  The  language 
was  regarded  there  as  a means  to  “influence”  the  society,  to  control  the  people’s 
activity,  to  inspire  the  desired  ideas202.  In  their  opinion,  the  language,  capable  of 
accomplishing  all  these  functions,  was  the  Turkish  language.  Only  Turkish  could 
become  a common  language  for  the  “Ottoman  nation”.  Therefore,  Ali  Suavi, 
who  rated  Turkish  “superior  to  all  the  other  languages”203,  proposed  to  make  it 
the  only  teaching  language  at  all  the  schools  of  the  empire.  In  the  view  of  the 
“New  Ottomans”,  dissemination  of  the  Turkish  language  among  the  subject 
peoples  would  gradually  eliminate  the  differences  among  them.  Ali  Suavi’ s 
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statement:  “Who  speaks  Turkish  is  a Turk”,  makes  obvious  that  he  was  well 
aware  of  the  end  result  of  his  proposal. 

The  leaders  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  often  wrote  about  the  “greatness”, 
“civilizing  mission"  of  Turks.  The  readers  were  inspired  the  idea  that  Turks, 
being  endowed  with  exceptional  qualities,  were  those  who  must  govern  the 
Ottoman  Empire.  The  “Turkish  component”  should  become  a dominating  force 
over  the  other  representatives  of  the  “Ottoman  nation”  - such  was  the  ultimate 
goal  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  in  the  national  problem. 

The  other  major  ideological-political  concept  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  was 
the  concept  of  the  so-called  “Ottoman  patriotism”.  Its  main  mottoes  were: 
“Ottoman  homeland”,  “love  of  homeland”,  “faith  and  patriotism”. 

The  first  of  these,  “Ottoman  homeland”,  geographically  encompassed  the 
whole  of  the  Ottoman  territory,  including  the  regions,  free  of  Turkish  population. 
The  loss  of  a smallest  plot  of  land,  which  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  true  Turkish 
regions,  was  looked  upon  as  high  treason.  Islam  Bey,  the  leading  character  in 
Namik  Kemal’s  play  “Fatherland;  or,  Silistria”,  expressing  the  author’s  attitude, 
exclaimed,  “If  we  lose  the  Danube,  there  will  be  no  homeland  any  more!  Our 
homeland  is  the  Danube”204.  From  this  perspective,  the  forced  “surrender”  of  the 
Citadel  of  Belgrade  by  Ali  Pa!  a and  Fuat  Pa!  a was  nothing  but  high  treason 
against  the  “Ottoman  homeland”. 

For  Namik  Kemal  and  other  “New  Ottomans”,  love  of  homeland  was  first 
of  all  conditioned  by  belonging  to  Islam.  Typical  is  the  title  of  the  editorial, 
printed  in  the  first  number  of  the  “Hiirriyet  ” - “Fove  of  Homeland  Is  a Result  of 
True  Faith”. 

Basically,  the  aforementioned  concepts  exhaust  the  ideological  content  of 
the  “New  Ottoman”  teaching.  Their  political  trend  is  apparent:  to  form  the 
“Ottoman  nation”  as  an  initial  step  on  the  way  to  Turkization  of  the  multi-ethnic 
population  of  the  Ottoman  Empire.  The  measures  to  put  this  into  effect  were  also 
meant  to  strike  a “peaceful”  blow  against  the  national-liberation  movement  of 
the  Christian  nations. 

The  crisis  of  the  mid-70s  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  favored  the 
intensification  of  the  activity  of  the  “New  Ottomans”.  They  directly  struggled  for 
promulgation  of  the  Constitution  and  implementation  of  the  other  items  of  their 
program. 

In  the  Constitution  of  187  6205,  some  theses  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  of 
ideological  nature  were  formulated.  Thus,  all  the  subjects  of  the  empire  were 


204  Namik  Kemal,  Vatan,  yahut  Silistre.  - Kulliyat.  I,  Ankara,  1960,  s.  21. 

205  A.  ! . Goziibuyiik,  S.  Kili,  Turk  Anayasa  metinleri.  Ankara,  1957,  s.  25-38. 
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declared  “Ottomans”  (Article  8),  who,  irrespective  of  their  national  and  religious 
identity,  were  thenceforth  entitled  equal  rights  (Article  17).  This  was  a step 
towards  the  formation  of  the  notorious  “Ottoman  nation”.  Superiority  of  Turks 
and  of  the  Islamic  faith  was  reinforced:  Turkish  was  announced  the  state 
language,  and  Islam  - the  state  religion  (Articles  16  and  1).  In  both  Houses  of  the 
Parliament,  Turkish  was  announced  the  only  working  language;  not  knowing 
Turkish  was  one  of  the  obstacles  to  being  elected  to  the  Parliament  (Articles  68 
and  57). 

The  repressive  aspect  of  the  “New  Ottoman”  teaching  was  also  reflected 
in  the  Constitution.  According  to  Article  16,  all  the  schools  of  the  empire, 
including  those  of  the  Christian  peoples,  were  put  under  the  state’s  direct 
superintendence. 


TURK  CONSTITUTIONALISTS  AND  ARMENIAN  LIBERALS 

The  liberal  trend  in  the  socio-political  life  of  Armenians  of  the  Ottoman 
Empire  appeared  in  the  40s  of  the  XIX  century.  It  had  been  an  established 
movement  in  the  period  when  the  formation  of  the  Constitutional  movement  of 
the  “New  Ottomans”  was  still  in  progress.  The  consolidating  Armenian  national 
bourgeoisie  served  as  a solid  foundation  for  it:  a considerable  portion  of  the 
periodical  press  and  social  organizations  in  Constantinople  and  Smyrna  were 
under  its  directorship.  Many  of  the  Armenian  Liberals  held  high  positions  in  the 
Ottoman  state.  Grigor  Aghaton,  a representative  of  the  Armenian  liberal  circles 
in  Constantinople,  was  the  first  Christian  in  Ottoman  history  to  be  appointed 
minister  (1867)206.  This  fact  gives  a clear  picture  of  the  significance  and  place 
Armenians  occupied  in  the  Ottoman  political  system. 

Not  going  into  further  details  of  the  ideological-political  views  of  the 
Western  Armenian  Liberals,  we  would  only  notice  that  they  hoped  to  improve 
the  state  of  the  Armenian  people  within  the  Ottoman  Empire,  through  reforms 
after  the  Western  model.  So  they  supported  in  every  way  the  policy  of  the  pro- 
Western  Tanzimat  reforms.  In  foreign  policy,  they  were  oriented  towards  the 
Western  countries.  Here  are  some  typical  examples  from  the  liberal  press  on  that 

20(1  Before  he  would  assume  the  office,  he  died  in  Paris  a few  months  after  the 
appointment.  See:  H.  Asatur,  Ashkharhabar  matenagitutyan  patmutyun  [History  of 
Bibliography  in  New  Armenian],  p.  177  (manuscript).  - Ye.  Charents  Literature  and  Art 
State  Museum  of  RA,  Fund  T.  Azatyan,  B.  1,  17. 
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issue.  The  authoritative  “Arshaluys  araratyan”  [Ararat  Sunrise]  magazine  in 
Smyrna  wrote,  Of  all  the  nationalities  of  Turkey  (meaning  non-Muslim  - R. 
S.),  Armenians  are  the  most  loyal,  the  most  active  and  the  most  civilized  nation, 
therefore  Muslims  love  and  respect  them  very  much”207.  The  most  influential 
liberal  periodical  of  the  XIX  century  for  decades,  the  “Masis”  newspaper, 
considered  “the  strengthening  unbreakable  ties  with  the  Ottoman  government”208 
an  issue  of  top  priority  for  Ottoman  Armenians,  and  assured  its  readers  that  “... 
the  Ottoman  nation  has  absolute  confidence  in  the  Armenian  nation”209.  H. 
Voskan,  a renowned  liberal  figure  in  those  years,  had  even  drawn  up  a 
comprehensive  program  of  reforms  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  which  would  “revive 
the  Turkish  Empire”,  and  thereby  improve  the  situation  of  the  Armenian 
people210. 

In  the  European  press  of  1867,  the  open  letter  of  the  high-ranking 
Ottoman  officer  Mustafa  Fazil  Pa!  a to  Sultan  Abdul  Aziz  was  printed211.  It 
contained  a program  of  reforms  after  the  Western  model,  and  found  a broad 
response  in  the  Turkish  press,  which  heralded  the  formation  of  the  Constitutional 
movement  within  the  Turkish  environment.  It  was  perceived  as  the  first  policy 
document  of  the  oppositional  “New  Ottoman”  movement. 

The  Armenian  liberal  press  also  responded  to  Mustafa  Fazil  Pa!  a’s  letter, 
the  metropolitan  “Masis”  among  the  first212.  It  commended  Fazil  Pa!  a,  for  he, 
unlike  other  Turkish  reformers,  wrote  nothing  about  the  leading  role  of  Islam  and 
Muslims  in  the  Ottoman  Empire.  The  “Masis”  wrote  that,  judging  by  Mustafa 
Fazil  Pa! a’s  letter,  the  “New  Ottomans”  at  last  understood  that  the  times,  when 
Muslims  did  not  allow  Christians  to  govern  the  country,  were  gone,  and  that 
Christians  should  have  equal  representation  in  the  Ottoman  government213. 

It  is  worth  to  notice  that  the  “Masis”,  in  contrast  to  other  Armenian 
conservative  newspapers,  also  elucidated  the  political  and  social  essays  of  the 
young  journalists  such  as  Namik  Kemal  and  Ali  Suavi,  who,  after  departure  for 
Europe,  became  the  leading  core  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  - the  first  Turkish 
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Constitutionalist  organization.  The  “Masis”  periodically  informed  the  readers 
about  the  most  interesting  - in  its  opinion  - publications  in  the  “Tasfir-i  Efker” 
(editor  Namik  Kemal),  and  the  “Muhbir”  (editor  Ali  Suavi).  Detailed  retellings 
of  their  articles  sometimes  appeared  in  the  newspaper.  Thus,  it  rated  high  and 
retold  the  article  from  “Tasfir-i  Efker”,  which  said  that,  at  that  time,  it  was 
difficult  to  fully  reject  Europe’s  interference  in  the  domestic  affairs  of  the 
country,  hence  the  Sublime  Porte  should  try  to  the  extent  possible  to  adapt  the 
Europeans’  requests  to  the  Turkish  laws214. 

Some  materials  in  the  “Masis”  in  a way  echoed  the  ideas  of  the  “New 
Ottomans”.  Thus,  describing  the  formidable  conditions  of  the  population  of  the 
city  of  Sebastia,  it  wrote  that  “poverty  and  need  have  already  rooted  themselves 
among  both  Muslim  and  Christian  residents  of  the  city”215  - thereby  conforming 
with  the  known  thesis  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  regarding  the  “similar  exactions 
from  Christians  and  Muslims”216. 

The  “Masis”  did  not  pass  by  any  positive  opinion  of  the  “New  Ottomans” 
about  Christians  and  Armenians,  and  always  found  a way  to  respond  it.  Thus,  it 
was  “happy”  to  read  the  lines  in  an  article  in  the  “Tasfir-i  Efker”,  expressing 
amazement  as  to  how  the  Turkish  people  could  ever  oppress  Christians  in  that 
enlightened  age?217  In  the  same  number  it  noted  that  both  the  “Tasfir-i  Efker” 
and  the  “Muhbir”  commended  the  Armenian  people's  “loyalty”218. 

Sometimes  the  striving  of  the  “Masis”  to  avoid  direct  debates  with  the 
“New  Ottomans”  was  apparent.  For  example,  they  retold  Namik  Kemal’ s thesis 
about  the  possibility  to  employ  Christians  as  public  servants,  making  no 
comment  regarding  the  requirement  to  master  the  “official”  language  of  the 

• 219 

empire  . 

In  some  cases,  the  Armenian  Liberals  openly  disagreed  with  the  ideas  of 
the  “New  Ottomans”.  Here  is  an  example:  as  is  known,  the  “New  Ottomans” 
spoke  for  maintaining  the  Sharia  - considering  it  as  a way  for  reaching  legal 
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215  Ibid.,  No.  784. 
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Masis,  1867,  No.  786. 
Ibid. 


65 


equality  of  Muslims  and  Christians.  The  “Masis”  opposed  by  that  the  principle  of 
equality  of  Muslims  and  Christians  contradicted  the  Sharia220.  Here  is  another 
example:  we  have  already  mentioned  in  this  book  that  the  “New  Ottomans” 
advocated  the  policy  of  merging  of  the  Ottoman  nations.  The  “Masis” 
commented  on  it  as  follows:  “Every  nation  has  its  own  ethnicity,  language, 
customs,  centuries-old  traditions,  thousands  of  own  features  and  its  own 
religion”2"1. 

The  “Masis”  did  not  leave  unnoticed  the  persecutions  of  Namik  Kemal 
and  Ali  Suavi  at  the  governmental  level;  it  informed  the  readers  that  the 
“Muhbir”  periodical  was  banned  for  “the  severe  criticism  of  the  government”"2". 
In  the  next  number  it  wrote  that  editor  of  the  “Muhbir”  Ali  Suavi  was  exiled  to 
Kastamonu223.  It  also  informed  that  Namik  Kemal,  the  former  editor  of  the 
“Tasfir-i  Efker”,  was  appointed  muavin  (assistant)  of  the  vali  (governor)  of  the 
Erzrum  vilayet224. 

The  cited  facts  allow  us  to  conclude  that,  at  the  initial  phase  of  the 
movement,  the  “New  Ottomans”  did  attract  the  Armenian  Liberals’  attention. 
The  publications  of  the  former  were  carefully  studied,  retold  and  commented  on 
in  their  press;  at  times,  however,  the  Liberals  would  counter  the  “New 
Ottomans”  with  a back  strike. 

At  that  period,  the  Armenian  Liberals  did  not  show  any  intention  to  set  up 
relations  or  to  cooperate  with  the  “New  Ottomans”.  We  see  two  reasons  for  that. 
Lirstly,  they  thought  it  was  a weak  movement  and  did  not  represent  any  serious 
political  force:  the  “Masis”  once  noted  that  “Young  Turkey”  is  not  so 
influential225. 

Secondly,  the  Liberals  thought  that  the  favorable  for  Armenians  political 
outcome  of  the  policy  of  reforms,  pursued  by  the  Sublime  Porte,  was  still 
possible.  Incidentally,  to  this  contributed  also  their  personal  friendly  relations 
with  the  leaders  of  the  country  - Ali  Pa!  a and  Luat  Pa!  a,  against  whom  the  “New 
Ottomans”  spoke  openly.  At  that  period  the  “Masis”  emphasized  yet  another 
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time:  “All  our  hopes  and  good  expectations  for  our  own  land  are  only  associated 
with  the  imperial  government”226. 

After  the  departure  of  the  “New  Ottomans”  for  Europe,  the  Armenian 
Liberals’  interest  in  their  activity  and  propagated  ideas  abated.  Neither  did  it 
grow  after  the  reformers  Fuat  Pa!  a’s  (1869)  and  Ali  Pa!  a’s  (1871)  death. 

On  the  whole,  the  Armenian  Liberal  press,  aware  of  Midhat  Pa!  a’s 
cooperation  with  the  “New  Ottomans”,  rated  positively  his  activity  as  the  vali  of 
the  newly  established  Danube  vilayet.  The  “Masis”  wrote  in  particular  that 
during  those  two  years  he  had  been  able  to  achieve  “certain  results”227. 

Here,  too,  personal  relations  of  the  Armenian  Liberals  played  a significant 
role.  When  young,  still  in  Constantinople,  Midhat  Pa!  a made  friends  with  the 
leaders  of  the  Armenian  Liberals  G.  Aghaton  and  G.  Otyan2"8.  The  latter  was  one 
of  Midhat  Pa!  a’s  most  trusted  persons  and  coworkers:  he  was  “director  of 
external  affairs”  of  the  Danube  vilayet  in  1864-1868229. 

G.  Otyan’s  cooperation  with  Midhat  Pa!  a continued  beyond  that  period 
and  played  an  instrumental  role  in  maintaining  close  relationships  between  the 
Armenian  Liberals  and  the  Turkish  Constitutionalists  during  the  struggle  for  the 
declaration  of  the  Constitution. 

The  Armenian  sources  tell  about  another  representative  of  the  Armenian 
Liberal  movement,  the  agricultural  specialist  G.  Stimarajyan,  who  worked  with 
Midhat  Pa!  a and  held  the  position  of  “director  of  trade  and  agriculture”  of  the 
Danube  vilayet230. 

No  wonder  that  Armenians  rejoiced  at  Midhat  Pa!  a’s  appointment  as 
Grand  Vizier  in  1872.  The  “Arevelyan  mamul”  [Oriental  Press],  printed  in 
Smyrna,  wrote  that  a new  era  in  the  reconstruction  of  Turkey  had  started  with 
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that  appointment231;  patriarch  Mkrtich  Khrimyan  related  with  it  his  hopes  for 
better  conditions  of  Armenians  in  the  vilayets  of  Western  Armenia232. 

These  expectations  were  groundless. 

An  advocate  of  Constitutional  reforms.  Midhat  Pa!  a at  the  same  time 
adhered  to  anti-Christian  views,  which  from  time  to  time  were  becoming 
predominant  in  his  political  career233. 

In  1875,  Midhat  headed  the  conspiracy  against  Sultan  Abdtil  Aziz,  which 
goal  was  to  enthrone  the  protege  of  the  Turkish  Constitutionalists,  a member  of  a 
mason  organization.  Prince  Murat.  That  would  announce  the  beginning  of  the 
Constitutional  reforms.  The  Armenian  Liberals  not  only  participated,  but  played 
an  active  role  in  that  plot  and  the  subsequent  Constitutional  struggle.  Several 
trends  of  their  participation  may  be  distinguished. 

First  and  foremost,  one  should  mention  their  - often  off-stage  and 
anonymous  - work  on  various  documents  of  the  Constitutional  movement,  on 
drafts  of  the  Constitution.  Grigor  Otyan  is  the  first  to  be  named  in  this 
connection.  The  Russian  Ambassador  to  Constantinople  found  out  that  he  was 
the  co-author  of  the  “Manifesto  of  Muslim-Patriots”,  one  of  the  key  documents 
of  the  period  of  Constitutional  struggle234.  Or,  as  the  Armenian  sources  report,  he 
was  the  author  of  the  articles,  published  in  Paris  and  London  under  Midhat 
Pa!a’s  signature235.  There  are  evidences  about  his  decisive  role  in  drafting  the 
final  text  of  the  Constitution236.  This  fact  is  noted  by  Turkish  historians  as 


231  Arevelyan  mamul  [Oriental  Press],  1872,  No.  8,  p.  357-358. 
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well"37.  Interestingly,  even  Sultan  Abdtilhamid  II  wrote  in  his  diary  that  Otyan 
was  Midhat’s  “compass”  in  the  Constitutional  struggle238. 

In  the  period  of  Constitutional  movement,  Grigor  Otyan  fulfilled 
important  tasks  of  diplomatic  nature,  like,  for  instance,  he  was  sent  by  Midhat 
Pa!  a with  a secret  mission  to  Paris239. 

Among  the  old-stage  activity  of  Armenians  at  that  period  was  funding  of 
the  Turkish  Constitutionalists  by  liberally  oriented  sarafs  (moneylenders)240. 
According  to  the  Turkish  specialist  M.  J.  Kuntay,  the  man  of  fortune  of 
Armenian  origin  Mkrtich  Muradoghlu  was  the  personal  banker  of  Prince  Murat 
and  Namik  Kemal,  and  at  that,  he  was  said  to  lend  money  on  acceptable  terms 
and  often  not  take  back.  Mkrtich  adhered  to  Liberal  views  and  shared  the 
Constitutionalists’  approaches.  It  is  probable  that  these  sums  were  assigned  for 
funding  the  protest  marches  of  the  softa  (students  of  Muslim  educational 
institutions)  against  Sultan  Abdtilaziz  and  Christians241  (these  actions  are 
discussed  in  Chapter  4). 

Grigor  Otyan  actively  participated  in  the  public  political  struggle  for 
declaration  of  the  Constitution  - both  in  the  anti-sultan  actions242  and  in  the 
sessions  of  the  Constitutional  committee243. 

The  support  of  the  Armenian  Liberals  to  the  Turkish  Constitutionalists 
was  elucidated  in  the  Armenian  newspapers  of  1875-1876.  They  began  to  speak 
more  openly  about  the  necessity  to  implement  radical  reforms  in  the  Ottoman 
Empire.  The  metropolitan  “Noragir”  [Newsletter]  noted,  “The  ultimate  goal  of  an 
Armenian  is  to  see  the  triumph  of  equality  and  dignity  in  Turkey”244,  while  the 
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“Masis”  wrote  about  the  necessity  to  introduce  the  principle  of  “balance  of  the 
authorities”245. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Liberal  press  was  cautious  as  to  the  promises  of  the 
Turkish  85 

Constitutionalists.  Thus,  the  “Arevelyan  mamul”  reported  in  1875  that  the 
sultan’s  manifesto  about  the  declaration  of  the  Constitution  might  only  be  useful 
if  actually  put  in  practice246. 

After  the  official  recognition  by  the  Turkish  government  of  the  necessity 
of  Constitutional  reforms,  not  only  the  Liberal,  but  all  the  Armenian  newspapers 
welcomed  the  soonest  possible  declaration  of  the  Constitution.  At  the  same  time, 
the  “Masis”  spoke  about  the  prospects  of  the  Constitution  with  restraint, 
observing  that  the  Constitution  would  herald  a “new  era”  only  if  “effected  most 

i iilAl 

accurately 

At  the  period  under  consideration,  the  Liberals  also  kept  assuring  their 
readers,  and,  incidentally,  the  Turkish  power,  that  Armenians  had  linked  their 
destiny  with  the  Ottoman  Empire248,  and  that  they  could  only  defend  their  rights 
“in  a tight  union  with  Turkey  and  co-citizenship  with  the  Turkish  people”249.  The 
Armenian  patriarch  in  Constantinople  Nerses  Varzhapetyan,  who  was  under  the 
Liberals’  influence,  in  the  summer  of  1876  sent  an  address  to  the  Armenian 
people,  persuading  them  to  do  their  best  to  help  the  Ottoman  government,  which 
had  chosen  the  way  of  reforms250. 

This  notwithstanding,  the  Armenian  Liberal  press  was  still  able  to 
realistically  assess  the  situation  in  the  country.  The  “Masis”,  for  instance, 
communicated  that  in  the  Turkish  newspapers,  a stronger  than  usual  “religious 
fanaticism”  was  noticed251.  The  young  Liberal  Minas  Cheraz  wrote  in  August, 


245  Masis,  1876,  No.  1835. 

246  Arevelyan  mamul  1875,  No.  12,  p.  480. 
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1876,  that  Armenians  had  more  reasons  to  rebel  than  the  Balkan  nations,  yet  they 
also  knew  that  “time  can  cure  many  a disease”252. 

The  Armenian  Liberals  did  not  give  up  the  hope  that  cooperation  with  the 
Turkish  Constitutionalists  would  make  feasible  secularization  of  the  state 
Constitutional  system,  and  limitation  of  the  sphere  of  application  of  the  Sharia. 
In  the  summer  of  1876,  the  usually  careful  “Masis”  subjected  the  Sharia  to 
severe  criticism  and  warned  the  authorities  that  it  “can  break  the  peoples  of  the 
country  into  two  hostile  armies”253. 

The  ideological  background  for  the  cooperation  of  the  Armenian  Liberals 
and  the  Turkish  Constitutionalists  was  “Ottoman  patriotism”.  Both  movements 
accepted  it,  although  with  different  interpretations.  The  Armenian  Liberals 
criticized  the  great-power  tendencies  in  it,  and  sincerely  believed  that  the 
declaration  of  the  Constitution  would  make  possible  the  establishment  of  true 
“fraternity  and  equality”  of  the  Ottoman  nations.  The  “New  Ottomans’,  as  was 
shown  in  the  previous  Chapter,  regarded  the  Constitution  as  a means  to  maintain 
the  predominant  position  of  the  Turkish  power  over  the  subject  Christians  by 
way  of  their  “Ottomanization”  and  “merging”. 

In  this  respect,  notable  is  the  speech  of  the  renowned  politician  S. 
Papazyan  at  the  Session  of  the  National  Assembly  in  December,  1876,  in  which 
the  mentioned  ideological  controversy  was  clearly  stated.  Papazyan  said,  “We 
shall  be  outspoken  with  our  Ottoman  fellow  tribesmen  and  exert  ourselves  for 
them  to  understand  that  we  are  Armenians  and  that  we  shall  maintain  our 
nationality  even  under  the  Ottoman  flag.  The  striving  for  merging  will  be  useful 
for  neither  of  us...,  despite  this,  we  (meaning  the  nations  of  the  Ottoman  Empire 
- R.  S.)  have  community  of  interests.  That  is  why  we,  as  citizens  of  the  Ottoman 
Empire,  form  a united  wholeness...”254 


252  A.  Alpoyatjyan,  Minas  Cheraz:  ir  kyanqy  yev  gortzy:  ir  60amya  hobelyani  artiv 
[Minas  Cheraz:  his  life  and  career;  to  his  60th  anniversary].  Cairo,  1927,  p.  114. 

253  Masis,  1876,  No.  1841. 

254  Atenagmtyunq  Azgayin  zhoghovo  [Minutes  of  the  National  Assembly],  1876-1877, 
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Chapter  4 


PREREQUISITES  FOR  FORMATION  OF 
A PROTO-GENOCIDAL  SITUATION 


THE  GENESIS  OF  THE  OTTOMAN  STATE 

The  problem  of  the  genesis  of  the  Ottoman  state  is  important,  as  many 
modern  researchers  point  out,  by  that  the  specifics  of  the  further  historical 
development  of  the  state  are  largely  conditioned  by  the  specifics  of  its  genesis255. 

There  are  two  basic  theories,  explicating  the  problem.  Even  though 
proposed  in  the  last  century,  they  still  retain  their  significance.  The  author  of  the 
first  theory  is  the  British  specialist  in  Ottoman  Studies  Paul  Wittek.  In  his 
opinion,  the  Ottoman  state  in  its  first  phase  was  a ! azi  state,  which  means  that 
the  ideological  unity,  based  on  the  militant  interpretation  of  Islam,  was 
prioritized  as  the  principal  state-forming  factor256. 

In  the  80s  of  the  last  century  this  standpoint  was  rigorously  criticised  by 
Turkish  and  a few  western  specialists  in  Ottoman  Studies.  They  mainly  produced 
the  following  - not  conforming  with  the  historic  reality  - argument:  how  could 
the  founders  of  the  Ottoman  state  be  fanatic  militant  / azis,  intolerant  of 
Christians,  if  that  state  of  the  Ottomans’  was  conspicuous  for  its  “religious 
tolerance”257? 

Paul  Wittek’ s theory  has  supporters  among  specialists  in  Ottoman  Studies 
of  today.  Here  belongs  the  Turkish-born  American  historian  Cemal  Kafadar. 
Partly  agreeing  with  Wittek’ s theory,  he  makes  a special  emphasis  on  that  the 
genesis  of  the  Ottoman  state  should  be  regarded  as  a long-lasting  process  of  full 
one  hundred  and  fifty  years,  over  which  period  the  Ottoman  conquerors,  in  order 


255  W.  Pfaff,  The  wrath  of  nations:  civilization  and  the  furies  of  nationalism.  New  York, 
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1973,  p.  7. 
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to  attain  and  maintain  hegemony,  employed  a lot  of  means,  the  ! azi  ideology  and 
policy  being  one  of  them258. 

The  other  theory  was  created  by  the  Turkish  historian  Fuat  Koprulii. 
According  to  him,  the  origination  of  the  Ottoman  state  was  conditioned  by  the 
Turkish  ethnic  factor  in  the  first  place259.  The  theory  has  numerous  adherents, 
mostly  among  Turkish  historians260. 

Giving  preference  to  P.  Wittek’s  theory,  the  author  emphasizes  that  it 
should  be  complemented  with  observations  on  the  specificities  of  using  force. 
Beginning  from  the  earliest  period  of  their  history,  Ottoman  Turks  perceived 
themselves  as  the  vanguards  of  the  struggle  against  Christians.  This  gave  rise  to 
a unique  atmosphere  of  militant  fanaticism  among  them,  and  dictated  the  one  and 
only  top  priority  - conquests  under  the  guise  of  jihad  - the  more  so  as  the 
requisite  traditions  and  institutions  already  existed.  In  the  XIII-XIV  centuries, 
the  Ottoman  state  was  characterized  by  relative  homogeneity,  religious 
fanaticism  and  super-militarization.  Its  existence  for  the  most  part  depended  on 
armed  robbery,  while  its  state  ideology  was  jihad  - both  internal  and  external. 

During  the  XIV-XV  centuries,  the  basic  constituents  of  the  Ottoman  state 
structure  and  social  composition  had  been  formed,  a number  of  political  and 
ideological  peculiarities  developed,  which  had  had  a strong  impact  on  the  entire 
course  of  Ottoman  history. 

The  Ottoman  Empire  stemmed  from  a small  iic  bey  - border  principality 
in  the  decaying  Seljuk  sultanate  of  Iconium  in  the  XIII  century.  It  belonged  to 
the  Osman  dynasty,  who  were  members  of  the  Kay  branch  of  O!  uz  Turkic 
peoples.  As  S.  Shaw  described  them,  said  nomadic  tribe  lacked  any  roots  and 
was  ready  to  serve  the  master,  who  would  offer  a bigger  gain261.  They  had 
migrated  from  Central  Asia.  The  Seljuk  sultans  of  Iconium  gave  a principality 
with  Christian  population  in  the  northwest  of  Asia  Minor  into  possession  of  one 
of  the  tribal  chiefs  Ertu!  rul,  the  father  of  Osman. 

At  the  beginning,  the  number  of  Osmanli  did  not  exceed  400  families262. 
The  main  source  of  their  existence,  as  well  as  their  main  occupation  were  raids 
and  robbery  of  the  local  peaceful  rural  Christian  population.  As  was  the  custom 
with  nomads,  the  entire  tribe  was  involved  in  the  raids,  including  women  and 
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children.  Back  in  Osman’s  days  a decision  was  made  to  better  organize  the 
military  actions,  for  which  reason  the  aqinci  mounted  troops  were  formed.  These 
irregular  detachments  were  nothing  but  well-armed  gangs  of  savage  robbers. 
Later  the  aqincis  grew  into  weighty  divisions  of  the  Ottoman  army;  they  usually 
started  their  actions  two  days  prior  to  the  principal  army263.  Their  primary  task 
was  to  destroy  and  plunder  the  enemy’s  possessions"64,  to  set  to  fire  their  towns 
and  townships265,  then  to  scatter  in  small  groups  all  over  the  adversary’s  country 
and  terrify  the  population"66. 

The  principalities  did  not  have  clearly  demarcated  borders,  so  the 
Christians  under  their  rule,  as  well  as  the  subjects  of  other  principalities  and 
neighboring  Byzantium  fell  victim  of  the  Ottoman’s  raids. 

Initially,  the  Ottoman  principality  did  not  differ  from  others  in  the  western 
frontier  zones  of  the  Seljuk  Sultanate  of  Iconium267.  Here  predominating  were 
the  aliret  (dynastic-tribal)  forms268  of  governance,  which  corresponded  to  the 
then  level  of  Turkic  tribes.  Their  objective  was  to  more  optimally  organize 
armed  plunders.  The  social  structure  of  the  Ottoman  principality  was  simple;  in 
fact,  the  ruling  elite  embraced  the  whole  of  the  tribe;  they  were  group  oppressors 
of  the  local  Christian  population"6’.  The  entire  territory  was  divided  among  its 
members  into  iqtas  (conditional  possessions). 

Taking  advantage  of  the  geographical  location  - bordering  on  Byzantium, 
the  leading  force  of  the  Christian  world  of  the  time,  the  Ottoman  beys  managed 
to  impart  to  their  aggressive  actions  an  appearance  of  jihad,  or  / azavat  (“holy 
war  against  infidels”),  and  act  as  representatives  of  the  entire  Muslim  world. 
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This  enabled  them  to  concentrate  significant  power  in  their  hands  and  to  prepare 
foundation  for  a large-scale  expansion. 

The  Ottoman  principality  became  a gathering  place  for  ! azis  - fanatic  and 
adventurous  vanguards  of  the  armed  struggle  against  “infidels”,  their  various 
groupings,  who  were  mixing  there  from  other  principalities  of  Asia  Minor270. 
The  medieval  Turkish  historian  and  poet  A!  ik  Pa!  azade  in  his  chronicle,  besides 
the  ! azis,  mentioned  three  other  groupings  of  that  kind  - clervi ! es,  akliis , and 
w omen-warrior £71  - well  organized,  widely  spread  all  over  the  Muslim  world, 
and  enjoying  great  renown.  Numerous  representatives  of  various  tariqats  (mystic 
brotherhoods)  may  also  be  added  here"7". 

Each  of  these  cohorts  played  their  part  in  the  formation  of  the  Ottoman 
statehood.  The  akhis  were  instrumental  in  establishing  Turkish  control  over  the 
towns  which  had  avoided  destruction277.  The  others  were  completing  the  rows  of 
the  ulema  class  - Muslim  fanatic  clerics,  who  headed  most  of  the  just 
establishing  state  structures.  Their  major  target,  however,  was  to  “spread  Islam 
among  the  infidels”  by  force  of  arms.  Many  of  them  participated  in  military 
actions  and,  as  the  Turkish  historian  put  it,  “with  a handful  of  m iiridst pupils  - R. 
S.)  were  squishing  thousands  of  enemies”274.  The  akhis  and  the  clerics 
constituted  the  core  of  the  first  semi-regular  and  regular  troops  of  the  Ottoman 
army.  In  particular,  under  the  guidance  of  the  cadi,  the  first  yani^eri  corps  was 
formed"75. 

The  Ottoman  beys  officially  turned  to  other  Turkic  leaders  in  Asia  Minor 
with  a request  to  provide  military  aid  for  them  to  wage  “holy  war”  in  the  west, 
and  received  such  from  many276. 

No  less  important  for  strengthening  of  the  Ottoman  principality  were 
Yiiriiks  and  Tatars  (nomadic  Turkic  tribes),  who  massively  moved  here  from 
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Asia  Minor,  attracted  by  the  potential  big  loot.  According  to  a Turkish  historian, 
the  fanatic  derviles  were  most  active:  they  became  spiritual  leaders  for  these 
nomads,  who  were  on  a very  low  level  of  development  and  still  under  the 
influence  of  shamanism277.  The  renowned  connoisseur  of  the  Ottoman  early 
Middle  Ages  Fuat  Koprulii’s  description  of  the  members  of  the  Qalandariyah 
tariqat  may  give  some  idea  of  the  dervi!  es:  they  were  known  for  their  “nihilism” 
and  “horrible  immorality”27*. 

The  Ottoman  beys  and,  subsequently,  the  sultans  succeeded  in  employing 
Yirruks  and  Tatars,  as  another  Turkish  historian  noted,  “...in  the  most  favorable 
way  for  the  state”279.  One  of  these  “favorable  ways”  was  their  use  in  colonization 
of  the  occupied  lands,  the  other  - as  the  main  military  force.  Yiiriiks  and  Tatars 
were  allotted  giftliks  (small  plots  of  lands)  with  obligation  to  cultivate;  in  case  of 
need,  they  were  also  obligated  to  participate  in  military  actions  within  the  newly 
formed  detachments  of  the  yayas  and  miisellems , which  exempted  them  from 
taxes.  During  their  participation  in  military  actions,  they  were  paid  a salary280. 
These  detachments  were  formed  in  accordance  with  a program,  previously 
drafted  by  the  representative  of  the  ulema  Candarli  Kara  Halil,  who  was 
connected  with  the  akhi  brotherhood281.  It  was  not  accidental  that  yayas  and 
musellems  received  a special  uniform  which  replicated  that  of  akhis.  The 
uniform,  ulema  Hoca  Sadeddin  wrote,  was  indicative  of  their  privileged  status282. 

The  formation  of  the  mentioned  divisions  was  a meaningful  development 
for  the  early  period  of  the  Ottoman  state,  as  they  had  increased  the  fighting 
capacity  of  the  army,  allowed  to  involve  nomads  in  state  structures,  facilitating 
their  transition  to  settled  life.  Thus  the  Ottoman  peasantry  came  into  being. 

As  early  as  in  the  XIV  century,  the  Ottoman  beys  took  up  the  policy  of 
enslavement  and  Turkization  of  Christians  under  the  veil  of  Islamization.  The 
Ottoman  nomadic  dynasty  turned  out  exceptionally  fanatic  and  consistent  in  that 
cause.  They  employed  the  concept  of  jihad  to  impose  and  retain  their  power  over 
the  indigenous  settled  Christian  peasantry283. 
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In  the  period  of  rule  of  Sultan  Murat  I,  the  system  of  petifik  was 
introduced,  according  to  which  one  fifth  of  the  number  of  Christian  captives 
were  sent  to  join  the  Turkic  tribes  in  Asia  Minor  for  2-3  years,  where  they  were 
converted,  taught  Turkish  and  used  for  physical  toil284.  Thereupon,  they  were 
returned  to  the  sultan’s  palace  as  a complement  of  his  personal  servants  or  of  the 
newly  set  up  lanissary  corps285.  Pengik  was  in  line  with  the  precept  of  Koran, 
“And  know,  if  you  take  booty,  one  fifth  is  Allah’s  and  the  ones’  sent  by 
him...”286  By  the  Sharia  taxation  system,  it  was  one  of  the  most  important  taxes, 
collected  from  Muslims  by  the  state287.  It  was  collected  in  other  Turkic 
principalities  of  Asia  Minor  too288.  The  Ottomans,  however,  managed  to  adapt  it 
to  military  needs,  which  gave  them  enormous  privileges  over  the  other 
principalities. 

Further  on,  when  the  flow  of  war  prisoners  subsided,  roughly  in  the  mid- 
XIV  century,  the  system  of  dev ! irme  (recruiting  youths)  was  administered:  male 
children  of  Christians  under  the  Ottoman  power  were  taken  away,  enslaved,  and 
Turkized  . In  many  scholars’  opinion,  dev!  irme  contradicted  the  Sharia”  . 
Nevertheless,  it  allowed  the  first  Turkish  sultans  to  solve  two  most  important 
problems  - reinforcement  of  the  army  and  retention  of  the  power  over  the 
Christian  population.  The  Janissaries  served  the  same  objective  - they  turned  out 
to  be  useful  in  the  Islamization  of  the  Balkans291.  In  general,  forcible 
Islamization  of  the  subject  peoples  was  part  of  the  policy,  followed  by  the 


formation  of  the  social  structure  of  the  Ottoman  society].  - Ottoman  Empire:  the  system 
of  state  management,  social  and  ethno-religious  problems.  M.,  1986,  p.  6. 

284  W.  Eton,  A survey  of  the  Turkish  Empire.  London,  1798,  p.  62. 

283 1.  E.  Petrosyan,  K istorii  sozdania  yanycharskogo  korpusa.  - Collected  works  in  Turkic 
studies  1978,  M„  1984,  p.  193-196. 

286  Sura  8:  Dobycha,  42  [Surah  8:  Booty,  42],  - Koran.  Translation  and  comments  by  I. 
Yu.  Krachkovskiy.  M..  1986,  s.  157. 

287  G.  M.  Kerimov,  Shariat  i ego  sotsial'naya  suschnost’ [The  Sharia  and  its  social 
essence].  M.,  1978,  p.  173-179. 

288  K.  A.  Zhukov,  Egeyskie  emiraty  v XIV -XV  vv.  [Aegean  Emirates  in  the  XIV-XV 
centuries].  M..  1988,  p.  126. 

289  M.  K.  Zulalyan,  Devshirmen  (mankahavaqy)  Osmanyan  kaysrutyunum  yst  turqakan 
yev  haykakan  axbyurneri  [Dev!  irme  (recruiting  youths)  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  according 
to  Turkish  and  Armenian  sources],  - Historical-philological  Journal,  1959,  2-3,  p.  247- 
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2911  M.  K.  Zulalyan,  Arevmtyan  Hayastany  XVI-XVIII  dd.  [Western  Armenia  in  the  XVI- 
XVIII  centuries].  - Yerevan,  1980,  p.  328. 

291  E.  Werner,  Die  Geburt  einer  Grossmacht  - Die  Osmanen  (1300-1481).  Berlin,  1966,  S. 
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Ottoman  authorities.  According  to  an  expert  in  Ottoman  Turkey,  after  the  seizure 
of  Constantinople,  it  transformed  to  its  finalized  form  - a system  of  “organized 
fanaticism”292. 

Unlike  the  later  periods  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  the  population  of  the 
principality  was  more  homogeneous.  The  elite  consisted  of  representatives  of 
various  Turkic  tribes  - the  ! azis,  as  well  as  the  members  of  the  Ottoman  dynasty 
and  of  diverse  brotherhoods  and  tariqats.  The  bulk  of  war  booty  accumulated  in 
their  hands.  They  owned  continually  expanding  land  and  human  resources  of  the 
country  through  iqtas;  they  were  the  military  and  spiritual  leaders  in  the  just 
establishing  state.  Acceptable  is  Koprulti’s  statement  that  all  the  prominent  state 
figures  in  the  XIV  century  came  from  Turkic  tribe’s'.  This  is  how  the  ruling 
Ottoman  military-feudal  class  began  to  take  shape.  In  the  XIII-XIV  centuries, 
involvement  of  converted  Christians  into  the  ruling  elite  was  but  rare. 

The  power  of  that  class  rested  upon  the  most  brutal  use  of  armed  force.  As 
an  auxiliary,  yet  effectual  means  was  extensive  forcible  Islamization  of 
Christians.  Inconsistent  with  the  reality  is  the  other  statement  by  the  same  author 
about  the  “limited  scale  and  slow  progress”  of  Islamization  at  that  period  of 
time294.  As  one  of  the  Turk  medievalists  marked,  10-15  years  after  the  Turkish 
conquest,  the  Balkan  cities  looked  Turkish295.  A certain  amount  of  Christians 
was  left  for  purely  economic  reasons:  the  Turkic  nomadic  and  semi-nomadic 
tribes  still  lacked  the  skills  of  household  management. 

(fiftyis  (owners  of  ciftliks),  represented,  as  mentioned  above,  by  Turkic 
tribes  of  a lower  level,  constituted  the  intermediate  social  stratum.  Subsequently, 
when  the  detachments  of  yayas  and  musellems  lost  their  military  significance, 
they  were  deprived  of  their  privileges  and  joined  the  ranks  of  Muslim  peasantry. 

The  lowest  stratum  made  the  surviving  Christians.  Their  number  at  that 
period  was  relatively  small,  since  in  conditions  of  vast  booty  and  simple  social 
and  state  structure,  the  Ottoman  ruling  class  showed  little  interest  in  the  result  of 
their  work. 

Thus,  let  us  sum  up.  From  the  earliest  period  of  their  history,  Ottoman 
Turks  considered  themselves  as  the  vanguards  in  the  struggle  against  Christians. 
The  already  existing  requisite  traditions  and  institutions  did  not  only  favor  the 
formation  of  the  atmosphere  of  anti-Christian  militant  fanaticism  in  their 

292  R.  R.  Madden,  The  Turkish  Empire  in  its  relations  with  Christianity  and  civilization. 
London,  1862,  p.  7. 

293  F.  Koprulii,  Osrnanl!  devletinin  kurulu!  u.  Ankara,  1959,  s.  83. 

294  Ibid.,  s.  82. 

295  !.  H.  Uzunjar!  !1!,  Osmanl!  tarihi.  I.  Cilt:  kurulultan  Istanbul’un  fethine  kadar.  Ankara, 
1947,  s.  267. 
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environment,  but  dictated  the  one  and  only  top  priority  - conquests  under  the 
guise  of  jihad.  In  the  XIII-XIV  centuries,  the  Ottoman  state  was  characterized  by 
relative  homogeneity,  religious  fanaticism  and  super-militarization.  Its  existence 
for  the  most  part  depended  on  armed  robbery,  while  its  state  ideology  was  the 
concept  of  jihad  - both  internal  and  external.  One  cannot  agree  with  H.  Inalcik’s 
statement  about  the  religious  tolerance,  characteristic  of  the  Ottoman 
principality296.  Like  other  Turkic  principalities  in  western  Asia  Minor,  it  was  a 
! asi  state297,  but  it  was  the  only  ! azi  principality  to  have  grown  into  an  empire 
and  retain  its  gist.  Over  centuries,  it  went  through  numerous  transformations,  yet 
retained  its  fanatic  and  militant  nature.  Hardly  discernible  at  some  historic 
periods,  at  others  its  brutal  image  would  fully  reveal  itself. 

Thus  happened,  for  instance,  in  the  reign  of  Sultan  Selim  Yavuz  I in  the 
beginning  of  the  XVI  century,  when  by  his  orders,  the  governors  of  the  Asian 
regions  of  the  empire  made  up  lists  of  the  kizilba! es.  I.  H.  Uzuncar!  ili,  one  of  the 
founders  of  “official  historiography”,  could  not  but  admit  that,  based  on  those 
lists,  40  thousand  people  were  almost  simultaneously  arrested  and  killed  - for  the 
fear  lest  the  kizilba!  es  might  support  the  Safavid  dynasty  in  the  war, 
preparations  to  which  had  already  been  underway298.  From  the  perspective  of 
modern  Genocide  Studies,  this  act  can  be  defined  as  a manifestation  of  genocidal 
policy:  firstly,  it  was  premeditated  (official  lists  were  prepared  in  advance),  and, 
secondly,  it  was  coordinated.  This  act  of  genocidal  nature  is  principally  different 
from  the  mass  slaughters,  periodically  committed  by  Ottoman  Turks  in  the 
Middle  Ages  as  a means  of  maintaining  the  territorial  integrity  of  their  country, 
and  to  a bigger  extent  reminds  of  the  Armenian  Genocide  of  the  late  XIX  - early 
XX  centuries. 

It  is  not  accidental  that  its  initiator  was  Sultan  Selim:  in  contrast  to  many 
Turk  sultans,  “in  state  affairs  he  was  guided  by  a certain  program”,  and,  like 
Sultan  Abdtilhamid  II,  had  a well  “organized”  network  of  spies  inside  and 
outside  the  country299. 

Armenian  sources  evince  that  the  danger  of  identical  acts  persisted  in  the 
later  periods  of  the  Middle  Ages300. 


296  H.  Inalcik,  The  Ottoman  Empire:  The  Classical  Age,  1300-1600,  London  and  New 
York,  1973,  p.  7. 
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The  medieval  Ottoman  autocrats  widely  applied  the  policy  of  forcible 
deportation  of  peoples,  thereby  changing  the  ethnic  and  confessional 
composition  of  different  regions,  and  facilitating  their  Turkization.  In  the  Middle 
Ages,  this  measure  was  mostly  administered  towards  the  Balkan  Christians.  Vast 
masses  of  population  were  deported.  Turkish  historian  M.  T.  Gokbilgin,  having 
done  some  preliminary  calculations,  wrote  that  after  the  capture  of  the  Balkans, 
only  during  the  first  80-90  years,  the  Ottomans  settled  there  3.5  million  Muslims, 
but  he  preferred  not  to  disclose  the  number  of  Christians,  exiled  to  Asian 
regions301.  The  policy  of  forcible  deportations  enabled  to  swiftly  change  the 
ethnic  image  of  the  occupied  regions.  Turkish  historians  proudly  noted  that  10- 
15  years  after  the  Turkish  conquest  the  Balkan  cities  looked  “Turkish”302. 

Turkish  historians  reported  that  Arabs  also  fell  victim  of  that  policy:  in 
some  territories  they  were  replaced  by  Turkic  nomadic  tribes303.  Later  such 
policy  was  also  exercised  towards  the  indigenous  Armenian  population304. 

Forcible  deportations  were  called  siirgiin-  exile.  The  Turkish  historian  C. 
Orhonlu  defines  it  as  a policy  of  organized  settlement,  intended  to  “mix” 
different  groups  of  the  population305.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  deportations 
of  Armenians  - a form  of  Genocidal  policy,  aimed  to  exterminate,  not  to  mix  the 
exiles  - were  also  called  “surgiin”. 

Thus,  the  policy  of  genocide  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  had  deep  historical 
roots,  both  in  form  and  in  content.  Midhats,  Abdtilhamids  and  Talats  were  not 
just  diligent  pupils  of  their  predecessors  - they  far  and  away  surpassed  their 
medieval  teachers . . . 
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INTENSIFICATION  OF  ANTI-CHRISTIANITY 


The  pro-Western  reforms  were  negatively  accepted  by  the  Turkish 
population  of  the  Ottoman  Empire.  The  Tanzimat  leaders’  declarations  and 
attempts  of  reforms  towards  establishing  formal  equality  of  rights  between 
Muslims  and  Christians  caused  the  most  resentment.  This  political  trend  was 
regarded  as  excessive  concession  to  the  subject  Christian  peoples,  who  had  been 
conquered  by  Turks,  and  thenceforth  lived  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  as 
representatives  of  a subordinate  class306. 

In  the  atmosphere  of  overall  discontent,  the  anti-Christian  movement  was 
gaining  form  and  power,  manifesting  itself  differently  (particularly,  as  anti- 
Slavic  and  anti-Russian),  intermingling  with  Muslim  radicalism  and  ideas  of 
pan-Islamism.  With  time,  it  grew  into  a most  significant  factor,  which  left  its 
imprint  on  many  developments  of  the  Tanzimat  period  and  the  subsequent  years. 
Its  logical  offspring  was  the  principally  new  political  situation,  formed  in  the 
Ottoman  Empire  in  1876,  and  qualified  by  us  as  proto-genocidal. 

Up  to  date,  all  the  causes  of  said  phenomenon  have  not  been  thoroughly 
studied307.  The  facts  extant  evidence  that  it  had  deep  roots  and  broad  coverage.  It 
was  based  on  the  anti-Christian  precepts  of  Islam.  Thus,  according  to 
contemporaries,  Muslims,  especially  in  provincial  areas,  behaved  as  though  only 
Muslims  were  human  beings  - in  accordance  with  Mohammed’s  well-known 
definition308.  The  Tanzimat  Hatts  of  1839  and  1856  considerably  facilitated  the 
intensification  and  “ideologicalization”  of  the  existing  anti-Christian  moods. 
That  process  was  directed  by  certain  groups  of  the  Muslim  clergy  and  the  ruling 
elite.  Later,  anti-Christianity  became  an  important  component  of  the  ideology  of 
such  oppositional  actions  as  the  “ Kuleli  Event’  or  the  conspiracies  of  the  “New 
Ottomans”. 

At  the  initial  phase,  the  most  active  reaction  to  Tanzimat  was  displayed  by 
the  Muslim  clergy.  They  agitated  the  population  against  Tanzimat  in  mosques. 


306  R.  Kaynar,  Mustafa  Relit  Pa!  a ve  Tanzimat.  Ankara,  1954,  s.  189;  Cevdet  Pa! a, 
Tezakir  1-12.  Ankara,  1953,  s.  8. 

307  R.  H.  Davison,  Reform  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  1856  -1876.  Princeton,  1963,  p.  270  - 
278;  I.  L.  Fadeeva,  Novye  tendentsii  v politike  Porty  nachala  70-kh  godov  XIX  v.  [New 
trends  in  the  policy  of  Porte  in  the  beginning  of  the  70s  of  the  XIX  century].  - Collected 
works  in  Turkic  Studies  1878,  M.,  1984,  p.  229-234;  I.  L.  Fadeeva,  Ofitsial'nye  doktriny 
v ideologii  i politike  Osmanskoy  imperii  (osmanizm  - panislmizm):  XlX-nachalo  XX  v. 
[Official  doctrines  in  the  ideology  and  politics  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  (Ottomanism  - 
pan-Islamism):  the  XIX  - beginning  of  the  XX  century],  M.,  1985,  p.  97-100. 

308  L.  Farley,  Turks  and  Christians.  London,  1876,  p.  153. 
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even  alluded  to  Mohammed’s  alleged  discontent,  who  was  said  to  have  come  in 
their  dreams309  and  encouraged  not  to  obey  the  Tanzimat  Hatts  and  various 
firmans,  keep  up  their  dominating  position  over  Christians  in  conformity  with 
Mohammed’s  precepts  and  the  laws  of  the  Sharia310.  The  consul  of  Great  Britain 
to  Karin  related  that,  when  in  1841,  the  Greeks  of  Trabzon,  in  compliance  with 
the  Tanzimat  reforms,  were  allowed  to  renovate  their  church  (the  Sharia 
prohibited  it),  and  exercised  that  right,  the  Turkish  mob,  led  by  the  cadi,  ruined 
the  renovated  part  of  the  church.  This  was  a manifestation  of  violent 
disobedience  and  determination  to  acknowledge  the  Sharia  as  the  one  and  only 
source  of  law311.  The  British  diplomat  continued  that  Governor  Osman  Pa!  a also 
incited  Turks:  he  sought  “to  teach  the  Christians  a lesson,  as  they  profited 
profusely  from  the  Hatt-i  ! erif’312. 

Similar  diplomatic  messages  were  received  from  the  European  regions  of 
the  Ottoman  Empire.  Turk  citizens,  representing  various  strata  of  the  society, 
openly  announced  that  they  do  not  acknowledge  “the  freedoms  or  equality  of 
rights  of  the  reaya  with  the  'true  believers',  and  will  not  in  the  future”, 
communicated  the  Austrian  consul  to  the  Bulgarian  city  of  Ruse313. 

In  1865  the  next  in  turn  sultanic  edict  was  promulgated  - the  Hatt-! 
Hiimayun  planning  farther  reaching  pro-Western  reforms.  This  caused  the 
Muslims’,  particularly  the  local  governors’  much  more  pronounced  resentment. 
The  consul  of  Prussia  reported  about  a typical  case  that  happened  in  the  city  of 
Vidin  during  the  public  reading  of  the  Hatt-!  Hiimayun:  the  Turkish  zaptiye 
(gendarme)  beat  a Christian  only  because  the  latter  had  shown  signs  of 
rejoicement  related  with  the  Hatt314. 


309  R.  Kaynar,  Mustafa  Re!  it  Pa!  a ve  Tanzimat...,  s.  187. 
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The  opposition  to  Tanzimat  and  anti-Christianity  was  becoming  more  and 
more  organized;  a conspiracy  was  devised  against  the  sultan  and  the  Tanzimat 
leaders;  it  was  designated  as  the  “Kuleli  Event”. 

The  history  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  abounds  in  conspiracies,  attempts  of 
successful  and  failed  revolutions.  Yet,  none  of  them  caused  such  scientific  and 
political  interest  and  a flow  of  contradictory  interpretations  as  the  exposed 
conspiracy  against  Sultan  Abdul  Mecid  in  September,  1859,  in  Constantinople. 

In  mid-September,  in  the  capital,  a group  of  plotters  were  arrested, 
imprisoned  in  the  “Kuleli”  barracks,  interrogated  for  three  or  four  weeks  and 
hastily  tried  by  the  court  with  a special  degree  of  jurisdiction,  consisting  of  high- 
ranking  state  figures.  Four  of  the  group  were  sentenced  to  death,  the  rest  - to 
different  terms  of  imprisonment  or  exile.  By  the  order  of  Sultan  Abdtilmecid  I, 
death  sentences  were  substituted  for  exiles. 

The  interest  of  scholars  in  this  conspiracy,  which  at  first  glance  was  very 
much  the  same  as  lots  of  previous  ones,  is  conditioned  by  that  the  conspirators 
had  founded  the  first  in  Turkish  history  political  organization  - in  today’s 
interpretation.  It  possessed  a political  program,  around  which  the  members  of  the 
organization  grouped315. 

The  sources,  elucidating  this  significant  event,  are  surprisingly  scarce. 
Even  the  text  of  the  program  of  the  conspiracy  has  not  been  found  yet.  The 
German  researcher  B.  Stern  in  his  book,  devoted  to  the  reform  movement, 
launched  and  expanded  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  quoted  the  program,  yet  did  not 
mention  any  source316. 

The  bulk  of  the  sources,  known  to  scholars,  was  put  into  scientific 
circulation  in  the  30-60s  of  the  last  century  and  has  not  been  significantly 
supplemented  since  then.  The  first  to  refer  to  a source  was  the  Turkish  historian 
Ulu!  I!  demir,  in  whose  monograph  published  are  the  texts  of  the  official 
minutes  of  the  trial  of  the  conspirators,  found  by  the  author  in  the  “ Hazine-i 
Evrak”  [Treasury  of  Documents]  of  the  Ottoman  State  Archives317.  A few  years 
after  the  publication  off!  demir’ s book,  works  of  generalizing  nature  by  the  well- 
known  historians  Tarik  Zafer  Tunaya,  Enver  Ziya  Karal  and  Ismail  Hami 
Dani ! ment,  based  on  the  Ottoman  sources,  followed  each  other.  The  “Kuleli 
Event”  was  given  a special  place  in  those  books318. 


3 5 T.  Z.  Tunaya,  Tiirkiye’de  siyasi partiler  (1859  -1952).  Istanbul,  1952,  s.  89  - 90. 

1,1  B.  Stern,  Jungtiirken  und  Verschworer.  Die  innere  Lage  der  Tiirkei  unter  Abdul  Hamid 
II.  Leipzig,  1901,  S.  110. 

317  U.  ! ! demir,  Kuleli  Vak’as!  hakklnda  bir  ara!  t!ma.  Ankara,  1937. 

318  T.  Z.  Tunaya,  Tiirkiyede  siyasi  partiler  (1859-1952).  Istanbul,  1952,  s.  89  - 90;  E.  Z. 
Karal,  Osmanl!  Tarihi.  VI  cilt:  Islahat  Ferman!  devri,  1856  -1861.  Ankara.  1954,  s.  95  - 
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In  the  subsequent  years,  foreign  scholars  also  turned  to  the  study  of  said 
conspiracy  to  complement  the  framework  of  its  primary  sources  with  western 
and  Russian  archive  materials.  The  specialist  in  Turkish  Studies  from  Moscow 
Vera  Shpilkova  was  the  first  to  investigate  the  sources  of  Russian  diplomacy319. 
The  outcome  was  but  one  short  publication,  which,  however,  has  not  lost  its 
scientific  significance  to  date.  Later  on,  Irma  Fadeeva  cursorily  turned  to  Russian 
diplomatic  documents320. 

The  American  specialist  in  Turkish  Studies  Roderick  Davison  studied  the 
correspondence  of  the  Western  diplomats  related  with  the  “Kuleli  Event”.  He 
investigated  the  British,  French,  Austrian,  Swedish  and  American  archives, 
memoirs  of  contemporaries  and  publications  in  the  press.  In  the  fundamental 
monograph,  authored  by  R.  Davison,  the  concise,  yet  important  description  of 
the  Ottoman  reforms  is  given321. 

The  source  frame  of  the  “Kuleli  Event”  is  mainly  based  on  the  mentioned 
works.  It  is  far  from  being  complete:  the  Ottoman  archives  have  not  been  studied 
sufficiently;  many  of  the  contemporaries’  evidences  and  those  from  the  press  still 
remain  unknown.  The  sources  already  in  circulation  are  insufficient.  Thus,  in  U. 
I!  demir’s  book,  the  answers  of  the  conspirators  at  the  court  trial  are  incoherent 
and  desultory322.  It  is  not  impossible  that  their  significant  portion  was  later 
destroyed  by  the  authorities.  The  diplomatic  documents  are  also  often  of  little 
help,  as  the  reports  of  foreign  offices  in  Constantinople  to  their  governments  at 
times  were  based  on  independable  sources  of  information.  This  fact  was  recorded 
by  such  an  expert  of  western  diplomatic  archives  as  abovementioned  R.  Davison. 
He  wrote  that  the  embassies  received  “contradictory”  messages  on  the 
conspiracy323.  Such  conclusion  of  his  is  confirmed  by  the  fact  that  V.  Shpilkova 
and  I.  Fadeeva,  having  studied  the  Russian  diplomatic  correspondence,  arrived  at 
vastly  different  conclusions. 

All  the  following  researchers,  based  on  the  works,  cited  above,  and 
depending  on  their  historiographic  approaches  and  political  preferences,  offered 
their  own  interpretation  of  the  “Kuleli  Event”.  Source  shortage  is  a serious 


97;  !.  H.  Danilmend,  Izahl!  Osmanl!  tarihi  kronolojisi.  Cilt:  4.  1703  - 1924.  Istanbul, 
1955,  s.  188-190. 

jl9  V.  I.  Shpil'kova,  Antimonarkhicheskiy  zagovor  1859  g . v Turtsii  [Anti-monarchic 
conspiracy  of  1859  in  Turkey].  - Problems  of  Oriental  Studies,  1959,  No.  1,  p.  100-104. 

320  I.  L.  Fadeeva,  Ofitsial’nye  doktriny  v ideologii  i politike  Osmanskoy  imperii 
(osmanism  - panislamism):  XIX  - nachalo  XX  v.  M.,  1985,  p.  76. 

’21  R.  Davison,  Reform  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  1856-1976.  Princeton,  1963,  p.  100-103. 

322  U.  ! ! demir,  Kuleli  Vak’as!  hakklnda  bir  ara!  t!ma.  Ankara,  1937,  s.  34-37. 

323  R.  Davison,  Reform  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  1856-1976.  Princeton,  1963,  p.  102. 
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obstacle  for  a deeper  and  better  substantiated  analysis  of  that  significant  historic 
episode. 

To  a certain  extent,  this  gap  may  be  bridged  by  the  Armenian  press  of 
those  days.  In  some  cases,  the  publications  reiterate  the  already  known  facts,  yet 
there  is  a considerable  amount  of  fresh  noteworthy  communications.  Thus,  from 
the  news  in  the  “Masis”  weekly  of  Constantinople  it  becomes  apparent  that,  at 
the  period,  preceding  the  conspiracy,  increase  of  anti-Christian  sentiments  was 
observed  among  the  Turkish  population  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  which  at  times 
grew  into  bloody  fights  with  Christians324. 

The  “Masis”  also  reported  about  cases  of  mass  uprisings,  usually  headed 
by  representatives  of  the  Muslim  clergy,  against  the  adopted  by  the  government 
policy  of  pro-Western  reforms.  From  that  perspective,  worth  noticing  are  the 
developments  in  the  township  of  Akn  in  the  Kharberd  province.  According  to  the 
“Masis”  (the  news  was  reprinted  from  the  Turkish  “Mecmua-i  Havadis”,  issued 
in  Armenian  script),  the  Muslims  of  Akn,  led  by  the  mufti  rebelled  against  the 
governmental  edict,  allowing  to  ring  the  bells  in  local  churches.  The  edict  was 
part  of  the  policy,  exercised  within  the  frame  of  the  Tanzimat  reforms,  and 
contradicted  the  Sharia.  The  mufti  seized  the  opportunity  and  instigated  the  mob 
against  the  Christians  and  the  pro-Western  government.  The  weekly  reported  that 
the  mob  demanded  to  destroy  not  only  the  churches  of  giaours,  but  also  the 
governmental  orders  and  those  who  put  them  into  practice325.  Detailed 
descriptions  of  such  developments  give  clear  understanding  of  the  atmosphere  in 
the  Ottoman  Empire  that  influenced  the  mindset  of  the  conspirators. 

The  debate  around  the  nature  of  the  “Kuleli  Event”  continues  to  date. 
Many  of  scholars,  following  the  “super-westernized  paradigm”  of  modern 
Turkish  history,  characterize  the  conspiracy  as  “anti-monarchic”;  they  point  out 
that  the  participants  shared  “liberal”  and  “constitutional”  views,  and  consider  it 
as  the  first  manifestation  of  the  Constitutional  movement  in  the  Ottoman 
Empire326.  This  approach,  approved  of  by  Atatiirk,  was  included  in  the  official 
history,  issued  by  Turkey  Historical  Scientific  Society327. 


324  See,  for  example,  Masis,  1859,  July  23. 

325  Masis,  1 859,  August  13. 

V.  I.  Shpil’kova,  Antimonrkhicheskiy  zagovor  1859  g.  v Turtsii.  - Problemy 
vostokovedenia,  1959,  No.  1,  s.  100-104;  N.  Berkes,  Tiirkiye'de  fa!  da! la! ma.  Istanbul, 
1978,  s.  241-244;  R.  Karada!  , Muhte!em  imparatorlu!  u yikanlar.  4.  Bask!.  Istanbul, 
1991,  s.  177,  85-93. 

327  Tarih  III:  Yeni  ve  Yak!n  Zamanlar:  T.T.T.  Cemiyeti  taraf!ndan  yaz!lm!!t!r.  !stabul, 
1933,  s.  252. 
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About  the  Constitutional  views  of  the  conspirators  wrote  some 
contemporaries  too.  They,  however,  did  not  base  on  trustworthy  facts.  Thus,  the 
then  French  consul  to  Belgrade  E.  Engelhardt,  having  studied  the  1859 
conspiracy,  published  a voluminous  book  of  memoirs,  where  France’s  official 
policy  towards  the  Ottoman  Empire  was  supported.  Said  policy  was  meant  to 
maintain  the  territorial  integrity  of  the  empire  by  way  of  pro-Western  reforms. 
As  is  mentioned  in  the  memoirs,  the  goal  of  the  conspiracy  was  to  proclaim 
parliament,  which  was  to  consist  of  both  Muslims  and  Christians328.  The  source 
of  this  important  news,  according  to  Engelhardt,  was  an  “anonymous 
publicist”329.  Unfortunately,  this  suspicious  information  had  been  used  in 
professional  literature  many  a time  - without  in-depth  analysis. 

Some  researchers  see  connection  between  the  conspirators  and  the  secret 
organization  of  the  first  Turkish  Constitutionalists  - the  “New  Ottomans”,  or 
even  regard  their  conspiracy  as  an  event,  heralding  the  initiation  of  the 
revolutionary  Young  Turk  movement330. 

A big  group  of  scholars  find  that  the  main  goal  of  the  conspirators  was  to 
put  an  end  to  the  pro-Western  reforms  of  Tanzimat  and  to  restore  the  laws  of  the 
Sharia  in  their  “pure”  form,  according  to  which  the  Christians  of  the  Ottoman 
Empire  were  to  return  to  their  legally  subordinate  status331.  The  supporters  of 
these  views  base  on  the  testimonies,  given  by  the  arrested  conspirators,  as  well  as 
on  the  fact  that  their  majority  came  from  Muslim  clerics. 

The  latter  interpretation  is  indirectly  confirmed  by  a publication  in  the  Armenian 
press.  Thus,  in  the  “Masis”,  an  interesting  material  was  printed,  which  said  that 
right  after  the  conspiracy  had  been  exposed,  Sultan  Abdiilmecid  I,  who  was  the 


3 8 E.  Engelhardt,  La  Turquie  et  le  Tanzimat  ou  histoire  des  reformes  dans  L'Empire 
Ottoman  depuis  1826  jusqu'a  nos  jours.  Paris,  1882,  p.  159. 
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main  target  of  the  conspirators,  hastily  held  in  Top  Kapu  Saray  the  pompous 
solemn  religious  rite  “Golden  Tube  Change”332,  in  order  to  restore  in  the  eyes  of 
the  faithful  Muslims  his  reputation,  marred  by  the  Tanzimat  reforms333. 

The  conspirators  were  well  organized  and  had  lots  of  adherents. 
According  to  the  testimonies  of  the  arrestees,  thousands  of  soldiers  and  members 
of  religious  organizations  were  ready  to  involve  in  the  plot334.  It  was  exposed  as 
a result  of  delation,  and  arrests  followed.  The  “Masis”,  still  lacking  any  official 
numbers,  cautiously  wrote  about  “numerous”  arrests335.  Based  on  Russian 
sources,  the  weekly  “Meghu  Hayastani”  [Armenia  Bee],  issued  in  Tiflis,  spoke 
about  two  hundred  “convicts”336.  Nevertheless,  the  government  recovered  soon 
enough  and  tried  every  way  to  conceal  the  real  scale  of  the  conspiracy,  so  in  the 
official  communications,  the  numbers  of  the  arrestees  were  apparently 
understated.  The  “Masis”  reported  that,  according  to  the  official  data,  that 
number  only  amounted  to  34  337. 

One  of  the  communications  in  the  “Meghu  Hayastani”  showed  how  quick 
the  Ottoman  government  was  in  finding  a way  out  of  the  situation  and  spreading 
news,  favorable  from  their  point  of  view.  The  newspaper  wrote  that  the  Turkish 
embassy  in  Paris,  hardly  two  days  after  the  exposure  of  the  conspiracy,  received 
a dispatch  from  Constantinople,  where  it  was  emphasized  that  the  conspiracy 
was  targeted  at  the  sultan  and  that  there  was  “nothing  special”  in  it,  that  the 
number  of  the  conspirators  did  not  exceed  forty,  which  majority  were 
“Circassians  and  Kurds”338.  Unfortunately,  such  reports,  vastly  different  from  the 
testimonies  of  the  conspirators  and  from  other  evidences,  later  on  were  based  on 
for  the  official  interpretation  of  the  “Kuleli  Event”  and  exerted  influence  on  the 
approaches  of  some  researchers339.  Thus,  the  abovementioned  communication  in 
the  Armenian  newspaper,  considering  the  difficulty  accessing  the  Ottoman 
archives  and  the  foreign  press  of  the  time,  is  a contribution  to  Source  Study. 

After  the  exposure  of  the  conspiracy,  non-official  sources  told  about  a few 
events  that  shed  light  on  the  actual  goals  of  the  participants.  The  “Meghu 
Hayastani”  wrote  about  one  of  them,  saying  that  in  the  European  district  of  the 


332  In  that  tube,  the  “holy”  raindrops  from  the  roof  of  the  mosque  in  Mecca  were  kept. 

333  Masis,  1859,  September  10. 

334  U.  ! ! demir,  Kuleli  Vak’as!  hakklnda  bir  ara!  t!ma.  Ankara,  1937,  s.  59-63. 
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336  Meghu  Hayastani  1859,  October  10. 

337  Masis,  1859,  September  17. 

338  Meghu  Hayastani  1859,  October  17. 
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capital  a “firing  vehicle”  was  seen,  which  aim  was  “to  set  the  Franks’ 
neighborhood  to  fire”340.  This  proves  yet  another  time  that  the  conspiracy  was  in 
essence  anti-Christian  and  anti-Western.  It  also  evinces  that,  after  the 
conspirators  were  arrested,  their  followers  remained  at  large  and  attempted  acts. 
Some  Turk  authors  also  mentioned  this  fact341. 

A few  weeks  following  the  exposure  of  the  plot  the  extremely  tensed 
situation  in  the  capital  persisted.  Experiencing  serious  pressure  from  the  great 
powers,  the  government,  headed  by  sadrazam  Ali  Pa!  a,  hurried  to  calm  both  the 
foreign  embassies  and  the  Christian  subjects,  asserting  that  the  conspirators, 
although  acting  against  the  pro-Western  reforms,  did  not  mean  any  harm  to 
Christians.  To  that  end,  prior  to  the  official  announcement  of  the  results  of  the 
prosecution,  the  authorities  organized  a news  leak.  The  pro-governmental 
“Masis”,  making  no  mention  of  the  source,  remarked  that  “this  conspiracy  was 
an  act  of  people  with  obsolete  mindset,  nonetheless,  [the  conspirators  - R.  S.]  did 
not  intend  any  harm  to  the  Christian  nations  of  the  empire”342. 

The  results  of  the  prosecution,  conducted  by  the  commission,  set  up  by 
the  order  of  the  sultan  and  headed  by  Ali,  were  not  fully  published.  Instead,  they 
were  summed  up  in  a special  bulletin  and  handed  to  Sultan  Mecid.  The  “Masis” 
wrote  that  the  “voluminous  book”  contained  details  of  the  prosecution,  materials 
of  interrogations  of  the  arrestees,  and  conclusions  about  the  nature  of  the 
conspiracy343.  The  newspaper  made  a guess  that  it  would  be  published  in  full  a 
few  days  later344.  But  the  government  only  authorized  to  publish  a small 
fragment  from  the  book  with  the  names  of  the  arrestees  and  some  information 
about  them,  which,  incidentally,  had  been  known  long  before345. 

The  disclosure  of  the  conspiracy  the  Ottoman  authorities  administered 
rigorous  measures  to  rule  out  such  incidents  in  the  future346.  The  publications  in 
the  Armenian  press  about  it  are  interesting,  firstly,  because  in  some  cases  the 
facts  related  there  were  not  to  be  found  in  any  other  source  and  remained 
unknown  to  researchers.  For  instance,  the  “Masis”  noticed  that,  by  the 
instruction  of  ! eyhiilislam,  a new  “recommendatory  committee”  had  been  set  up 
to  keep  an  eye  on  the  behavior  of  the  softa,  and  on  that  basis  to  provide 


Meghu  Hayastani  1859,  November  7. 
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appropriate  references.  Those  with  negative  ones  were  to  be  immediately 
expelled  from  school  and  returned  to  their  place  of  birth347.  This  unprecedented 
decision  documents  how  serious  the  anxiety  of  the  authorities  was  over  the 
situation  among  the  softa. 

The  publications  in  the  Armenian  press  of  that  period  of  time  corroborate 
that  the  acts  of  the  “Kuleli”  conspirators  were  conditioned  by  anti-Tanzimat  and 
anti-Christian  senses. 

The  Russian  consuls  noted  that,  after  the  “Kuleli”  conspiracy  was 
disclosed  and  Abdtilaziz  was  enthroned  in  the  beginning  of  the  1860s,  in  the 
European  regions  of  the  country  the  most  fanatic  elements,  such  as  dervi ! es, 
became  more  active  and  vigorously  agitated  against  Christians348.  Carnages  of 
the  peaceful  Christian  population  in  remote  regions  of  the  empire  were  the 
outcome  of  the  increasing  anti-Christian  sentiments  among  Muslims.  Thus,  in 
1867,  in  the  memorandum,  prepared  by  Russian  diplomacy,  the  carnages  in 
Bosnia,  Herzegovina  and  Syria  were  pointed  out349. 

The  carnage  in  Damascus  of  1860  is  worth  dwelling  upon.  The  facts 
bespeak  that  it  was  organized  by  the  Turkish  authorities.  The  same  opinion  was 
held  by  foreign  diplomats  and  informed  witnesses.  The  Russian  Ambassador  to 
the  Ottoman  Empire,  for  instance,  was  convinced  that  the  actions  of  the 
slaughterers  were  secretly  guided  from  the  capital350.  Well  informed 
contemporaries  wrote  that  the  “Syrian  killings”  were  premeditated  and  prepared 
in  the  capital  of  the  empire  - by  “most  important  persons”;  they  were  incited  by 
the  feeling  of  aggressive  anti-Christianity351.  Reportedly,  in  the  Ottoman 
government  there  were  people  who  dreamt  of  the  times  when  “no  giaour  will  be 
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348  M.  Khitrovo  - Lobanovu-Rostovskomu,  Monastyr  (Bitolya)  [M.  Khitrovo  - to 
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351  S.  N.,  KonstantinopoPskie  pis’ma  [Letters  from  Constantinople  (1861-1864)].  - The 
Russian  bulletin,  1867,  vol.  69,  May,  p.  36. 


left  on  the  orthodox  soil”352.  One  of  them,  Rustem  Pa!  a,  was  appointed  grand 
vizier353. 

The  English  witness.  Colonel  Churchill,  communicated  that  11  thousand 
Christians  fell  victim  to  the  slaughters  of  1860  in  Syria  and  Lebanon354.  The 
same  observer  wrote  that  the  slaughter  was  organized  by  Governor  Hur!  id  Pa!  a, 
who,  in  fact,  realized  the  idea  of  Necib  Pa!  a,  governor  of  the  same  province 
twenty  years  before  him:  to  Necib  Pa!  a,  the  Turkish  power  could  only  be 
maintained  in  Syria  through  “slaying”  Christians355. 

Simultaneously  with  the  reforms,  cases  of  Islamization  of  Christians, 
encouraged  by  the  laws  and  authorities,  were  recorded.  Thus,  the  Russian  consul 
to  Bitola  noted  in  1861  that  one  of  the  six  cases  of  Islamization  was  definitely 
forced356. 

The  central  and  local  governments,  clericals  and  intellectuals,  masses  of 
Muslim  population  played  their  own  parts  in  that  - each  with  their  own  modus 
operandi.  The  leading  role  was  certainly  played  by  the  authorities.  One  of  the 
British  consuls  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  Mr.  Senior,  also  adhered  to  the  opinion 
that  the  brutal  outbreaks  of  religious  fanaticism  among  the  masses  of  the  Turkish 
people  were  conditioned  by  “fanatic  aspirations”  of  the  governor  of  the  given 

357 

province  . 

In  the  official  documentation  the  authorities  continued  to  call  Christians 
“ giaours ”358. 

The  most  horrific  events  of  that  kind  took  place  in  the  territory  of 
Bulgaria.  Here,  cases  of  kidnapping  and  Islamization  of  little  children  were 
becoming  more  and  more  frequent,  at  that,  the  authorities  used  to  leave  such 
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Ibid. 


353  Ibid.,  p.  58. 

354  J.  H.  Tashjian,  Turkey:  author  of  genocide.  The  centenary  record  of  Turkey,  1822- 
1922.  Boston.  1965,  p.  7. 

355  Ibid. 

356  M.  Khitrovo  - Lobanovu-Rostovskomu,  Monastyr  (Bitolya),  30  iyunial861  g.,  June 
30,  1861.  - AVPRI,  Fund  Posol’stvo  v Konstantinopole,  1881,  file  1415,  sheets  1412- 


1426. 

357  V.  Denton,  Khristiane  v Turtsii  [Christians  in  Turkey],  - The  Russian  bulletin,  1864, 
No.  3,  p.  117. 

358  Zolotarev,  Adrianopol’,  14/26  dekabria  1866  g.  [Adrianople,  December  14/26,  1866]. 
- AVPRI.  Glavnyi  arkhiv,  11-18,  1855-1867,  file  1 (On  Turkish  Hatt-Hiimayuns,  1855- 
1857,  1866-1867),  sheet  145,  rev. 
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cases  without  consequences359.  Moreover,  the  Bulgarian  scholars  put  into 
circulation  the  order  of  the  governor  of  the  Danube  vilayet  to  the  miitasarrifiyah 
in  Sophia,  instructing  that  the  ceremony  of  “volunteer”  Islamization  was  made 
even  easier360.  The  Armenian  press  spoke  about  growing  Muslim  fanaticism  in 
Western  Armenia.  The  “Mshak”  of  1872  provided  facts  of  “barbaric  behavior  of 
the  Turkish  people”  against  Armenians  in  Van361. 

The  anti-Christian  attitudes,  described  in  this  Chapter,  influenced  the 
ideology  of  the  leaders  of  the  oppositional  “New  Ottoman”  movement,  and 
through  numerous  journalistic  publications  permeated  into  the  sphere  of  social- 
political  ideology,  thus  initiating  the  formation  of  radical  political  Islamism  in 
Turkey.  The  militant,  or  ! azi  version  of  this  movement  served  as  a basis  for  the 
first  genocidal  program  in  the  Ottoman  Empire. 


359  Po  sledite  na  nasilieto:  dokumenti  i materiaili  za  nalagane  na  islyama  [Consequences 
of  violence:  documents  and  materials  on  forcible  Islamization].  Comp,  by  P.  Petrov,  Part 
1,  Sofia,  1987,  p.  182. 

360  Ibid.,  p.  182-183. 

361  Mshak  [The  Laborer],  1872,  No.  28,  p.  4. 
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Chapter  5 


PROTO-GENOCIDAL  SITUATION 


CHOOSING  THE  VICTIM 

During  the  first  phase  of  Tanzimat,  the  Ottoman  government  attempted  to 
carry  out  certain  limited  reforms  in  Bulgaria,  and  thus  to  restrain  the  mounting 
liberal  movement  of  Bulgarians.  This  policy  failed  because  of  the  large-scale 
armed  resurrection  against  the  Turkish  tyranny,  burst  out  in  1850.  Enormous 
efforts  were  exerted  to  quell  it:  involved  were  both  the  regular  army  and 
ba!  Ibozuks (armed  bandit  gangs);  the  authorities  did  their  utmost  to  keep  the 
Muslim  population  from  involvement  in  the  armed  actions  against  the  rebels. 
The  just  appointed  vali  of  the  Vidin  vilayet  Ali  Riza  Pa!  a was  given  relevant 
instructions  in  writing.36" 

Thenceforward,  Bulgaria  remained  the  focus  of  the  Turkish  authorities. 
That  is  why,  during  the  second  phase  of  Tanzimat,  the  initiators  of  the  policy  of 
“merging”  decided  to  test  it  at  full  scale  in  Bulgaria. 

This  choice  was  not  accidental.  In  case  of  success,  the  Sublime  Porte 
would  prove  to  the  West  and  Russia  that  they  had  been  able  not  only  to  keep  the 
promises,  given  in  Hatt-!  Hiimayun  of  1856,  but  to  implement  effective 
governance  in  one  of  the  most  developed  and  highly  explosive  regions  in 
European  Turkey.  Ali  and  Fuat  sought  also  to  test  in  practice  the  new  methods  of 
struggle  against  the  national-liberation  movement  of  Bulgarians,  which  was  on 
the  rise.  Another  argument,  favoring  that  decision,  was  that  Bulgaria  lay  not  far 
from  the  capital,  which  enabled  the  center  to  control  and  coordinate  the  activity 
of  the  local  government. 

The  policy  of  alienation  started  in  Bulgaria  with  the  introduction  of  the 
new  vilayet  system.  On  November  8,  1864,  by  the  sultanic  irade,  the  Danube 


362  See  in  the  text  of  the  document,  given  by  the  sultan  to  Riza  Pa!  a and  containing 
“supreme  instructions”;  published  by  the  renowned  Turkish  medievalist  Halil  Inalcik: 
Ferikan-!  kiramdan  bu  def  a memuriyet-I  mahsusa  ile  Vidin  canibine  izam  buyrulacak  R!za 
Pa!  a hazretlerine  talimat-!  seniyye  miisvedesi.  - H.  Inalcik,  Tanzimat  ve  Bulgar  Meselesi 
(DoktoraTezi'nin50.  y!l!,  1942-1992).  istanbul,  1992,  Vesikalar  V,  s.  124. 
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vilayet  substituted  for  eyalets  of  Nish,  Vidin  and  Silistrla363.  It  embraced  most  of 
the  former  Bulgarian  Kingdom:  Danubian  and  Western  Bulgaria,  including  the 
Kostence  region364.  The  vilayet  occupied  86,000  sq  km  with  population  about 
3,700,000  people365,  mostly  Bulgarians366. 

Midhat  Pa!  a was  appointed  the  vali  of  the  Danube  vilayet.  It  was  not  a 
chance  appointment.  Midhat  had  already  attained  renown  as  an  energetic  and 
active  governor  with  “Europeanized”  views  - a most  essential  quality  for  Ali  and 
Fuat.  They  had  even  involved  him  in  drafting  the  law  on  the  Danube  vilayet367. 

There  was  yet  another  factor  that  influenced  the  decision  about  the 
appointment  of  the  young  pa!  a to  such  an  important  post:  in  his  time,  he  had 
been  able  to  win  the  sympathy  of  Bulgarians.  “There  was  no  Bulgarian 
institution,  where  the  Bulgarians’  favorite  - Midhat  Pa!a’s  portrait  would  not 
hang  on  the  wall”,  a contemporary  told.  The  people  even  made  a song,  which 
began  “Midhat  Pa! a,  kindly  soul...”368  He  won  his  fame  when  in  1857,  as 
inspector  with  special  powers  in  the  city  of  Tyrnovo,  he  released  from  prisons 
“many  innocently  convicted  Bulgarians”369,  and  called  the  attention  of  the 
authorities  to  the  abusive  acts  of  the  local  orthodox  eparch.  His  appointment 
inspired  in  Bulgarians  great  expectations  of  improvement  of  their  conditions; 
they  even  wanted  to  see  Midhat  as  head  of  the  independent  Bulgarian 
principality  to  be370. 

Those  hopes  were  absolutely  groundless... 


363  Loi  Constitutive  du  Departement  forme  sous  le  nom  de  Vilayet  du  Danube.  - AVPRI, 
Fund  Glavnyi  arkhiv,  11-18,  1855-1867,  file  1 (On  Turkish  Hatt-i-Hiimayuns,  1855-1857, 
1866-1867),  sheet  73-86. 

64  F.  Kanits,  Dunaiskaya  Bolgaria  i Balkanskiy  poluostrov.  Transl.  from  Germ,  S.-Pb., 
1876,  p.  120. 

365  Ibid. 

366  A.  A.  Popova,  Politika  Turtsii  i natsional’no-osvoboditel’naya  bor’ba  bolgarskogo 
naroda  v 60-kh  godakh  XIX  veka  [The  Turkish  politics  and  the  national-liberation 
struggle  of  the  Bulgarian  people  in  the  60s  of  the  XIX  century].  - Voprosy  istorii,  1953, 
No.  10,  p.  53. 

’(’7  Midhat  ! !!!,  Hayat-!  siyasiyyesi,  hedi'mat!,  menfaa  hayat!.  K.  1:  Tabslra-!  Ibret, 
Istanbul,  1325,  s.  23. 

P.  P.  K.,  Midkhat  Pa!  a i opitvanneto  mu  da  poturchi  bylgarskit  uchilischa.  - Bylgarska 
sbirka,  1898,  year  V,  kn.  I,  s.  57. 

369  P.  Kisimov,  Metkhad  Pasha.  Pyrviy  turski  reformator  [Midhat  Pa!  a.  The  first  Turkish 
reformer],  - Bylgarska  sbirka  [Bulgarian  Collection],  year  V,  book  II,  p.  800. 

370  P.  P.  K.,  Midkhat  Pa!  a i opitvanneto  mu  da  poturchi  bylgarskit  uchilischa.  - Bylgarska 
sbirka,  1898,  year  V,  kn.  I,  s.  56. 
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The  very  name  of  the  new  vilayet  bespoke  the  desire  of  its  initiators 
(Midhat  among  them)  to  obliterate  the  vaguest  allusion  to  independence  of 
Bulgaria.  The  authorities  chose  the  small  town  of  Rus£uk  (Ruse)  as  the  capital, 
whereas  by  location  and  significance,  more  suitable  would  have  been  Tyrnovo  - 
Bulgaria's  flourishing  in  those  days  commercial  and  cultural  center.  Besides,  in 
the  eyes  of  Bulgarians  Tyrnovo  - the  last  capital  of  the  Bulgarian  Kingdom  - 
was  the  symbol  of  their  independence.  Obviously,  no  less  important  was  that  the 
city  was  the  center  of  the  Bulgarians'  struggle  for  the  independence  of  their 
church371. 

The  main  idea  of  the  sultanic  irade,  as  well  as  of  the  law  on  establishing 
the  Danube  vilayet  was  to  intensify  the  process  of  “merging”  of  the  Christian 
population  in  that  region.  The  irade,  which  Midhat  solemnly  proclaimed  before 
the  citizens  of  Rus£uk  and  foreign  consuls,  said  that  it  was  necessary  to 
“centralize”  the  administration,  and  that  “all  the  political,  fiscal  and 
administrative  institutions  must  be  unified,  well-coordinated  and  permanently 
controllable”372. 

Such  were  the  instructions  Midhat  had  received.  With  inherent  enthusiasm 
and  perseverance  he  had  done  his  best  to  bring  them  about  during  his 
governance.  His  primary  task  was,  as  he  wrote  later,  to  achieve  an  unbreakable 
union  of  all  the  nations,  to  create  for  them  a “common  homeland...  that  would 
protect  them  from  foreign  influence”373. 

To  reach  that  goal.  Midhat  put  together  a social  body,  consisting  of 
Bulgarian  f orbacis  (representatives  of  upper  commercial  and  usurer 
bourgeoisie).  He  desired  to  connect  them  still  tighter  with  the  authorities  of  the 
vilayet.  Property  qualification  was  as  high  as  that  for  the  meclis  candidates. 

Foreign  consuls  to  different  towns  of  the  vilayet  reported  that  the  goal  of 
the  Turkish  authorities  was  to  hinder  those,  who  would  truly  defend  the  interests 
of  the  Bulgarian  citizens,  to  be  elected  to  the  meclis.  The  Russian  consul  M. 
Baykov  described  the  elections  in  Vidin  (the  main  city  in  the  sancak  of  the  same 
name)  as  follows:  first  myiidirs  (administrators  of  the  nahiyes)  made  a list  of 
candidates  from  the  local  “trustworthy”  well-to-do  persons,  then  coerced  the 
villagers  to  vote  for  them,  then  chose  candidates  for  members  of  the  meclis  from 
that  list  at  their  own  judgment  and  sent  to  the  kaymaka m (administrator  of  the 


371  Ibid. 

j72  Dustiir,  Cild-i  Evvel,  Istanbul.  1289,  s.  515. 

373  Midhat  Pacha,  La  Turquie:  son  passe,  son  avenir.  Paris,  1878,  p.  14. 
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kaza)  for  approval374.  The  diplomat  imparted  also  that  kaymakam  Sabri  Pa!  a 
chose  from  the  list  the  ones  with  the  least  number  of  votes,  which  meant  the  least 
known  to  the  citizens. 

The  description  of  the  election  procedure,  given  by  Sankey,  the  British 
vice-consul  to  the  port  city  of  Kostence,  coincides  with  the  one  cited  above:  the 
mutessarif  (administrator  of  the  sancak)  made  up  a list  of  candidates,  distributed 
it  all  around  the  sancak,  then  held  elections,  in  which  only  select  voters 
participated,  and  at  that,  they  were  prohibited  to  enter  new  names  in  the  list375. 

Elections  for  the  mixed  Muslim-Christian  commerce  court  members  were 
conducted  in  the  same  way376.  The  Russian  consul  to  Rus£uk  V.  Kozhevnikov  in 
one  of  his  reports  wrote,  “The  Turkish  policy  will  never  allow  that  an  intelligent, 
impartial  person,  who  realizes  the  desperate  conditions  of  his  compatriots  and 
enjoys  their  respect,  be  elected  a court  member  on  behalf  of  the  Christians:  such 
persons  present  a danger  to  local  authorities”377. 

No  wonder  that  “for  the  most  part,  those,  who  did  not  enjoy  the  citizens' 
respect,  instead  - enjoyed  the  confidence  of  the  Turkish  authorities”378  would  be 
elected  members  of  meclis  or  courts.  These  positions  were  state-paid.  As  the 
winners  owed  their  election  to  the  Turkish  kaymakam  or  mutessarif,  they  were 
but  pine  tools  in  the  hands  of  the  latter  - and  of  no  avail  at  all  for  their  own 
people.  There  are  lots  of  evidences  of  contemporaries,  according  to  which 
Christians  - administration,  court  or  meclis  members  - would  never  dare  to 
contradict  the  representatives  of  the  local  governments:  they  would  sign  under 
any  resolution  without  even  looking  through  the  paper379. 

The  situation  was  very  much  the  same  with  the  elders’  councils,  which 
fulfilled  the  functions  of  community  councils  in  the  regions  with  overwhelming 


M.  Baykov,  Vidin,  16  fevralya  1867  g.  [Vidin,  February  16,  1867],  - AVPRI,  Fund 
Glavnyi  arkhiv,  11-18,  1855-1867,  file  1 (On  Turkish  Hatt-i-Humayuns,  1855-1857,  1866- 
1867),  sheets  216-216  rev. 

375  Reports  Received  from  Her  Majesty’s  Ambassador  and  Consuls  relating  to  the 
condition  of  Christians  in  Turkey,  1867,  London,  1867,  p.  4. 

376  Ibid. 

,77  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov,  Ruschuk  (Ruse),  7 yanvaria,  1867g.  - [Rus§uk  (Ruse),  January  7, 
1867],  - AVPRI,  Fund  Glavnyi  arkhiv,  11-18,  1855-1867,  file  1 (On  Turkish  Hatt-i- 
Humayuns,  1855-1857,  1866-1867),  sheet  187. 

378  M.  Baykov,  Vidin,  16  fevralia  1867  g.  - [Vidin,  February  16,  1867],  - AVPRI,  Fund 
Glavnyi  arkhiv,  11-18,  1855-1867,  file  1 (On  Turkish  Hatt-i-Humayuns,  1855-1857,  1866- 
1867),  sheet  216  rev. 

379  Reports  Received  from  Her  Majesty’s  Ambassador  and  Consuls  relating  to  the 
condition  of  Christians  in  Turkey,  1867,  London,  1867,  p.  4. 
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Bulgarian  population.  At  their  meetings,  problems  of  tertiary  importance  were 
being  discussed380.  This  is  how  the  Russian  consul  to  Vidin  M.  Baykov  described 
those  councils,  “The  ihtiyar  meclis  (i.e.  village  councils  - R.  S.),  set  up  in  the 
villages  of  illiterate  members,  were  not  only  inefficient,  but  made  the  Turks  feel 
even  more  confident  as,  by  having  those  wealthy  elders  among  the  management, 
they  kept  the  Bulgarians’  mouths  shut”381. 

In  general,  the  diverse  mixed  councils,  created  in  compliance  with  the 
Law  on  vilayet  of  1864,  turned  into  additional  tools  in  the  hands  of  the 
government  for  oppressing  Bulgarians. 

Involvement  of  the  Bulgarian  gorbacis  in  the  administrative  machinery, 
and  their  appointment  to  insignificant  posts  became  a style  of  Midhat  Pa!a’s 
governance.  Thus,  miiavins  (assistants  of  the  valis)  were  assigned  from  gorbacis. 
For  the  most  part,  they  performed  the  job  of  official  informers;  the  Turkish 
functionaries  called  them  nothing  but  muhpirs  (snitchers)382.  There  were  cases 
when,  by  Midhat’s  order,  Bulgarians  were  appointed  kaymakams,  which  had 
never  happened  in  the  past383.  But  generally.  Midhat  did  not  have  confidence  in 
Bulgarians,  and  among  his  closest  assistants  in  the  administration  there  was 
none.  But  he  was  very  much  “concerned”  about  the  “equality”  of  Muslims  and 
non-Muslims.  Bulgarians  in  public  or  governmental  service  were  honored  to  be 
called  a!  a and  effendi  thereby  made  “equal”  with  Turk  officials384. 

Midhat  focused  his  attention  on  “Ottomanization”  of  Bulgarian  schools, 
which  was  the  principal  component  of  the  solemnly  aired  by  the  Sublime  Porte 
policy  of  “merging”.  On  the  one  hand,  it  would  be  a severe  blow  at  the 
educational  system  of  the  Bulgarian  people,  which  had  made  substantial  progress 
during  the  Tanzimat  period  and,  on  the  other,  would  contribute  to  fostering  the 
spirit  of  allegiance  to  the  “Ottoman  homeland”  in  Bulgarians,  thus  integrating 
them  in  the  “Ottoman  nation”. 


380  S.  G.  B.  St.  Clair  and  Brophy,  Residence  in  Bulgaria  or  notes  on  the  resources  and 
administration  of  Turkey.  1,  1869,  p.  380  - 381. 

381  M.  Baykov,  Vidin,  9 marta  1867  g.  (Dopolnenie  k predyruschemu).  - [Vidin,  March  9, 
1867  (Supplement  to  the  previous)].  - AVPRI,  Fund  Glavnyi  arkhiv,  11-18,  1855-1867, 
file  1 (On  Turkish  Hatt-i-Humayuns,  1855-1857,  1866-1867),  sheet  226. 

’82  P.  Kisimov,  Medhad  Pasha.  Pyrviy  turski  reformator  [The  first  Turkish  reformer],  - 
Bylgarska  sbirka,  year  V,  book  II,  p.  804. 

383  P.  P.  K..  Midkhat  Pasha  i opitvanneto  mu  da  poturchi  bylgarskit  uchilischa.  - 
Bylgarska  sbirka,  1898,  year  V,  book.  I,  p.  57. 

384  P.  Kisimov,  Medhad  Pasha.  Pyrviy  turski  reformator.  - Bylgarska  Sbirka,  1898,  year. 
V,  book  II,  p.  801. 


96 


At  first,  the  Turkish  authorities  under  Midhat’s  guidance  chose 
unconcealed  compulsion  as  a mode  of  action.  In  the  summer  of  1865,  the  citizens 
of  Tyrnovo  were  “offered”  to  build  a Muslim-Christian  school.  They  were 
ordered  to  close  the  local  national  school,  and  thenceforth  the  means,  collected 
from  the  community  for  its  maintenance,  to  transfer  to  the  city  education 

3S5  386 

administration’s  discretion  . As  a result,  Bulgarians,  who  made  65  percent  of 
citizens,  were  deprived  of  the  right  to  have  their  own  school.  No  wonder  that  the 
Bulgarian  community  in  Tyrnovo  exhibited  unprecedented  perseverance  and 
unitedly  rejected  that  demand  of  the  authorities387.  Midhat  had  to  temporarily 
withhold  his  initiative. 

Then  the  vali  began  to  act  in  a more  “tactful”  way.  He  decided  to  involve 
the  representatives  of  the  Bulgarian  population  in  the  mixed  Bulgarian-Turkish 
committee,  established  for  drafting  the  project  of  the  future  reform388.  Yet,  even 
though  specially  chosen  individuals  participated  in  the  sessions  of  the  committee, 
it  took  Midhat  long  to  reach  consensus.  He  exerted  serious  pressure  on  the 
Bulgarian  members  to  get  the  project  approved389. 

That  bulky  document  consisted  of  72  paragraphs  and  was  based  on  the 
governmental  decree  of  1860  on  mixed  education.  Some  of  the  provisions  were 
authored  by  Midhat  himself.  For  example,  he  proposed  to  eliminate  all  the 
Christian  schools  and  only  leave  the  so-called  “Lancastrian”  first  level  ones. 
Upon  finishing  these,  Christian  children  would  continue  their  education  in  the 
mixed  Muslim-Christian  schools.  Their  building  was  to  be  provided  by  the 
community,  not  the  government.  In  case  of  shortage  of  means.  Midhat  suggested 
imposing  an  additional  tax390. 

Midhat’s  proposals  were  unequivocally  anti -Bulgarian  and  were  intended 
to  destroy  the  branched  system  of  the  second-level  Bulgarian  educational 


385  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov  - N.  P.  Ignat’evu,  Ruschuk  (Ruse),  23  yanvarya,  1866g.  [Rus§uk 
(Ruse),  January  23,  1866.  - AVPRI,  Fund  Posol’stvo  v Konstantinopole,  1866,  file  2182b 
(Consulate  in  Rus§uk),  sheet  25. 

386  N.  Todorov,  Balkanskiy  gorod  XV-XIX  vekov.  M„  1978,  p.  316.  Table  24. 

387  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov  - N.  P.  Ignat’evu,  Ruschuk  (Ruse),  23  yanvarya,  1866g.  - AVPRI, 
Fund  Posol’stvo  v Konstantinopole,  1866,  file  2182b  (Konsul’stvo  v Ruschuke),  sheet  25. 

88  P.  P.  K.,  Midkhat  Pa!  a i opitvanneto  mu  da  poturchi  bylgarskit  uchilischa.  - Bylgarska 
sbirka,  1898,  year  V,  book  I,  p.  59. 

389  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov  - N.  P.  Ignat’evu,  Ruschuk  (Ruse),  23  yanvarya,  1866g.  - AVPRI, 
Fund  Posol’stvo  v Konstantinopole,  1866,  file  2182b  (Konsul’stvo  v Ruschuke),  sheet  24. 

390  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov  - N.  P.  Ignat’evu,  Ruschuk  (Ruse),  23  yanvarya,  1866g.  - AVPRI, 
f.  Posol’stvo  v Konstantinopole,  1866,  file  2182b  (Konsul’stvo  v Ruschuke),  sheet  24  rev. 
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institutions.  Such  was  the  novelty,  introduced  by  Midhat  into  the  governmental 
decree  of  1860. 

The  project  passed,  and  Midhat  left  for  Constantinople  to  report  on  it  to 
the  Sublime  Porte.  It  was  met  with  approval391. 

After  returning  to  Rus£uk,  Midhat  undertook  the  implementation  of  the 
project.  In  his  speech  before  the  representatives  of  the  Bulgarian  and  Turkish 
communities  he  said  that  the  soonest  possible  accomplishment  of  the  project 
would  bring  happiness  both  to  the  Turkish  and  Bulgarian  children,  which  exactly 
was  “the  Ottoman  government’s  concern”392. 

A few  mixed  schools  were  set  up  in  the  vilayet;  the  best  known  among 
them  was  considered  that  in  Rus£uk,  although  the  contemporaries’  descriptions 
bespeak  that  the  teaching  level  at  that  “exemplary”  school  was  incredibly  low, 
that  there  was  shortage  of  teachers  and  textbooks,  that  the  curriculum  was 
developed  hastily,  and  that  in  general  it  was  much  worse  than  the  Bulgarian 
schools393.  Incidentally,  the  Bulgarian  language  as  a school  subject  was  removed 
from  the  curriculum  - with  Midhat’s  grounding  that  only  mastering  Turkish 
could  guarantee  a happy  future  for  the  Bulgarian  children. . . 

The  schools,  founded  in  the  60s,  continued  to  function  for  another  decade 
(up  until  Bulgaria’s  liberation  from  the  Turkish  yoke),  during  which  the  number 
of  Bulgarian  children  in  those  schools  was  decreasing  drastically.  In  an  attempt 
to  prevent  this,  the  vilayet  authorities  passed  a law  in  1872,  which  stipulated  that 
only  non-Muslim  individuals  with  a graduation  certificate  from  mixed  schools 
would  be  permitted  to  public  service394. 

The  authorities  somewhat  succeeded  in  creating  mixed  schools,  yet  the 
situation  was  totally  different  with  elementary  schools.  Midhat  drew  up  a project 
for  reforming  the  system  of  elementary  education,  designed  for  8 to  10-year-old 
children,  and  “seriously  set  to  creation  of  elementary  schools  in  the  big  cities  of 


391  G.  Pletn’ov,  Syprotivata  na  bylgarskia  narod  protiv  ozmaniziraneto  na  rodnite 
uchilischa  v Dunavskia  vilaet.  [Resistance  of  the  Bulgarian  people  against  Ottomanization 
of  Bulgarian  colleges  in  the  Danube  vilayet],  - Works  of  Veliko  Tyrnovo  “Kiril  i 
Metodiy”  University.  1974-1975,  Vol.  XII,  book  3,  Department  of  history,  p.  124. 

392  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov  - N.  P.  Ignat’ evu,  Ruschuk  (Ruse),  23  yanvaria,  1866g.  - AVPRI, 
f.  Posol’stvo  v Konstantinopole,  1866,  file  2182b  (Konsul’stvo  v Ruschuke),  sheet  28. 

393  G.  Pletn’ov,  Syprotivata  na  bylgarskia  narod  protiv  osmaniziraneto  na  rodnite 
uchilischa  v Dunavskia  vilaet  [Resistance  of  the  Bulgarian  people  against  Ottomanization 
of  the  schools  Bulgarian  schools  in  the  Danubian  vilayet].  - Trudove  na  Velikotyrnovskia 
Universitet  “Kiril  i Metodiy”,  1974-1975,  vol.  XII,  book.  3,  Fakultet  za  istoria,  p.  142-144 

394  Ibid.,  p.  146. 
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the  vilayet”395.  But  the  resistance  of  Bulgarians  was  no  less  serious,  as  the 
majority  had  read  the  true  intentions  of  the  government.  The  resistance  was  so 
determined  that  the  authorities  had  to  give  up  the  project. 

Neither  did  the  vilayet  governance  succeed  in  creating  mixed  Muslim- 
Christian  military  divisions  - one  of  the  principal  aspects  of  “merging”.  Midhat 
did  plan  to  create  mixed  military  units,  yet  failed  to396.  He  created  a well- 
equipped  army  of  40  thousand.  Ten  years  later  that  army  was  suppressing  the 
April  insurrection  of  Bulgarians  and  committing  carnages. 

Along  with  the  abovementioned  new  trends,  some  phenomena  of  the 
policy  of  the  vilayet  authorities  indicated  that  they  had  not  abstained  from  the 
traditional  methods  of  keeping  the  subject  nations  under  the  sultan’s  power. 

Forcible  Islamization  of  Bulgarians  continued;  numerous  cases  of 
Turkization  of  young  girls  and  boys  were  recorded397.  According  to  the  facts, 
Islamization  was  often  well-organized  and  patronized  by  the  vilayet  authorities, 
as  well  as  by  representatives  of  the  Turkish  administration  in  sancaks  and 
kazas398.  In  those  years,  exactions  from  Christians  by  “gangs  of  Turks”,  acting 
under  the  immediate  protection  of  the  Muslim  clergy399,  mounted  to  a 
“horrifying”  scale. 

When  the  policy  of  “peaceful  merging”  did  not  work  and  Bulgarians 
resorted  to  weapons,  the  authorities  did  not  hesitate  to  apply  the  severest 
methods.  Midhat  Pa!  a,  famous  for  his  “progressive”  views,  became  especially 
known  for  his  brutality400.  This  explains  why,  by  the  end  of  his  governance,  he 
had  lost  the  massive  support  he  had  been  enjoying  in  the  beginning  of  his 


395  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov  - N.  P.  Ignat’ evu,  Ruschuk  (Ruse),  12/24  yanvaria,  1866g.  - 
AVPRI.  f.  Posol’stvo  v Konstantinopole,  1866,  file  2182b  (Konsul’stvo  v Ruschuke), 
sheet  13. 

Dokumenti  za  bulgarskata  istoria.  Vol.  IV:  Documents  from  the  Turkish  State 
Archives.  Part  II:  1863-1909.  Comp,  by  P.  Dorev.  Sofia,  1942,  p.  187. 

397  Assimilatorskata  politika  na  turskite  zavoevateli  [Assimilation  policy  of  the  Turkish 
occupants].  Collected  documents.  Sofia.  1964,  p.  256. 

398  Po  sledite  na  nasilieto.  Dokumenti  za  pomohamedanchvania  i poturchvania 
[Consequences  of  violence.  Documents  on  Islamization  and  Turkization].  Comp,  by  P. 
Khr.  Petrov,  Sofia,  1972,  p.  58-59. 

399  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov,  Ruschuk  (Ruse),  7 yanvaria  1867  g.  - AVPRI,  Fund  Glavnyi 
arkhiv,  11-18,  1855-1867,  file  1 (O  turetskikh  Hatt-i  Humayunakh,  1855-1857,  1866- 
1867),  sheet  183. 

400  I.  E.  Fadeeva,  Midhat-Pasha:  Zhizn'  i deyatel’nost’ [Midhat  Pa!  a:  life  and  career],  M., 
1977,  p.  37. 
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activity.  Only  some  representatives  of  gorbacis,  “in  fear  for  their  position”,  still 
adhered  to  Midhat’s  policy  of  “merging”401. 

This  notwithstanding,  the  followers  of  the  reforms  in  the  central 
government  rated  Midhat’s  activity  high. 

In  one  of  his  memoirs,  Fuat  Pa!  a particularly  dwelled  on  his  successes  in 
the  Danube  vilayet40".  The  supervised  by  the  government  press  did  its  best  to 
praise  the  new  vilayet  system,  saying  that  it  as  though  “ensures  equality  between 
the  peoples”403.  The  experience  was  recognized  as  positive,  and  thereupon  the 
vilayet  system  was  being  gradually  introduced  into  other  provinces  of  the 
empire. 

The  “New  Ottomans”  also  spoke  highly  of  Midhat’s  policy.  Namik  Kemal 
remarked  in  the  “Hurriyet”  that  Midhat  had  put  into  practice  the  new  vilayet 
system  superiorly404.  In  his  opinion,  the  all-Bulgarian  rebellion  had  been 
prevented  due  to  Midhat’s  policy405. 

A few  years  later,  his  lack  of  foresight  became  apparent. 

After  Midhat’s  departure,  the  policy  of  “merging”  stopped  being 
implemented  that  purposely,  and  with  the  death  of  the  authors  of  the  concept  and 
policy  of  “mixing  and  merging”  Ali  Pa!  a and  Fuat  Pa!  a,  the  Tanzimat  reforms 
were  over. 

The  analysis  of  the  outcomes  of  the  policy,  pursued  by  the  Turkish 
authorities  in  Danubian  Bulgaria,  shows  that  its  goal  was  not  attained.  The  rise  of 
the  national-liberation  movement  did  not  stop.  Neither  did  the  measures  meant  to 
“foster”  the  spirit  of  loyalty  to  the  sultan  in  Bulgarians  and  to  “merge”  them  in 
the  “Ottoman  nation”  achieve  any  remarkable  success.  The  Bulgarian  people 
responded  by  intensification  of  their  liberation  struggle.  In  1867  and  1875  armed 
insurgences  against  the  Turkish  tyranny  broke  out,  which  were  brutally  quelled. 

The  British  vice-consul  to  Adrianople  related  that  even  though  the  revolt 
was  suppressed,  the  authorities  still  continued  taking  “active  measures”;  in 


401  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov  - N.  P.  Ignat’ evu,  Ruschuk  (Ruse),  12/24  yanvaria,  1866g.  - 
AVPRI.  Fund  Posol'stvo  v Konstantmopole,  1866,  file  2182b  (Konsul’stvo  v Ruschuke), 
sheet  14  rev. 

402  A.  Schopoff,  Les  reformes  et  la  protection  des  chretiens  en  Turquie,  1673-1904. 
Paris,  1904,  p.  56. 

403  N.  P.  Ignat'ev  - A.  M.  Gorchakovu,  Konstantinopol’,  7/19  marta  1867  g.  [N.  P. 
Ignat'ev  - to  A.  M.  Gorchakov,  Constantinople,  March  7/19  1867],  - AVPRI, 
Kantselaria,  1867,  file  31,  sheet  65  rev. 

404  Hurriyet,  1868,  No.  22. 

405  Hurriyet,  1868,  No.  4. 
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particular,  they  began  “recruiting  armed  people”406.  In  another  report,  the  same 
British  diplomat  notified  that  the  Turkish  authorities  in  Yeni  Zagra  had  fully 
armed  the  local  Muslim  men407. 

Apparently,  it  was  such  messages  that  urged  Great  Britain’s  Ambassador 
H.  Elliot  and  Russia’s  Ambassador  N.  P.  Ignat’ev  to  Constantinople  to  take 
decisive  measures  to  avert  the  disaster  they  felt  had  been  hovering  over 
Bulgarians.  They  exerted  pressure  on  Sultan  Abdiilaziz  and  Grand  Vizier 
Mahmud  Nedim  Pa!  a,  encouraging  that  the  supreme  imperial  bodies  relied  on 
the  reforms  rather  than  the  policy  of  physical  extermination408. 

The  sultan’s  response  was  a special  Manifesto,  in  which  he  declared  his 
will  to  carry  on  the  reforms,  while  the  grand  vizier  sent  a dispatch  to  the  valis 
and  ordered  to  quit  persecuting  Christians409. 

The  high-ranking  political  figures  of  those  days  Hiiseyin  Avni  Pa!  a and 
Midhat  Pa!  a expressed  their  disagreement  with  that  decision  of  the  grand  vizier 
and  resigned.  Both  adhered  to  the  policy  of  violent  force  in  the  Balkans, 
particularly  in  Bulgaria410.  Later  on,  as  is  shown  below,  these  politicians  were 
reestablished  in  the  government  and  developed  the  program  of  extermination  of 
Bulgarians. 

As  is  seen  from  the  report  of  the  Russian  vice-consul  to  Philippolis, 
Hiiseyin  Avni  and  Midhat  were  not  alone  in  their  wish  to  get  quit  with 
Bulgarians  through  the  policy  of  physical  extermination.  The  local  authorities, 
and  especially  the  zaptiye.v" not  only  disobeyed  the  order  from  the  capital,  but 


406  Rev.  J.  Clarke  to  Vice  Consul  J.  H.  Dupuis,  Samakov,  October  15,  1875  (Extract).  - 
British  documents  on  foreign  affairs:  reports  and  papers  from  the  foreign  office 
confidental  print.  General  editors:  Kenneth  Bourne  and  D.  Cameron  Watt.  Part  I:  from  the 
mid-nineteenth  century  to  the  First  World  War.  Series  B:  the  Near  and  Middle  East,  1856- 
1914.  Editor:  David  Gillard.  Volume  2:  the  Ottoman  Empire:  revolt  in  the  Balkans, 1875  - 
1876.  Bethesda,  1984,  p.  137-138. 

407  Vice  Consul  J.  H.  Dupuis  to  Sir  H.  Elliot,  Adrianople,  October  13,  1875.  - British 
documents  on  foreign  affairs:  reports  and  papers  from  the  foreign  office  confidental  print. 
General  editors:  Kenneth  Bourne  and  D.  Cameron  Watt.  Part  I:  from  the  mid-nineteenth 
century  to  the  First  World  War.  Series  B:  the  Near  and  Middle  East,  1856-1914.  Editor: 
David  Gillard.  Volume  2:  the  Ottoman  Empire  revolt  in  the  Balkans, 1875  -1876. 
Bethesda,  1984,  p.  135. 

408  R.  Davison,  Reform  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  1856-1876.  Princenton,  1963,  p.  315  - 
317. 

409  N.  Gerov  - N.  P.  Ignat’ evu,  3 noyabria  1875  g.  - Dokumenti  za  bylgarskata  istoria.  T. 
2:  Arkhiv  na  Nayden  Gerov.  Part  2,  Sofia,  1932,  p.  126. 

410  R.  Davison,  Reform  in  the  Ottoman  Empire:  1856 — 1876.  Princeton,  1963,  p.  317. 

411  Members  of  armed  divisions  of  the  police. 
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intensified  the  violence  against  Bulgarians412.  The  report  made  a special 
emphasis  on  that  the  number  of  murders,  committed  by  the  zaptiyes,  had  reached 
unprecedented  levels.  The  orders  from  Constantinople  removed  the  last  feeble 
barrier,  and  they  got  down  to  their  business,  which  outcome  was  tens  of 
thousands  of  innocently  killed  Bulgarian  children,  old  men,  women. . . 

That  namely  the  Bulgarian  people  had  been  chosen  by  the  Ottoman 
government  as  a target  for  committing  a genocidal  program  was  a situational 
response  to  the  April  revolt  and  (as  is  shown  in  this  and  previous  chapters)  to  the 
developments  that  had  been  taking  place  for  two  long  decades  in  the  Ottoman 
Empire,  and  in  Bulgaria  as  part  of  it  in  particular. 


CRISIS 

In  the  beginning  of  the  70s  of  the  XIX  century  important  shifts  took  place 
in  the  political  life  of  the  Ottoman  Empire.  The  relatively  stable  situation, 
established  in  the  country  after  the  conference  of  1869  in  Constantinople,  and 
owing  to  the  flexible  home  and  foreign  policy  of  Fuat  Pa!  a and  Ali  Pa!  a,  who 
succeeded  each  other  in  the  position  of  grand  eparch,  was  over413. 

After  their  death  (Fuat  passed  away  in  1869,  Ali  - in  1871),  a fierce 
struggle  began  between  different  groupings  of  officials,  representing  the 
governing  bureaucratic  elite.  It  reached  its  summit  in  1876,  when  one  of  the  three 
sultans,  who  reigned  that  year,  was  ousted  as  a result  of  conspiracy  and  later 
killed,  while  the  second  was  announced  incapable  and  deposed.  Only  sly  and 
brutal  Abdtilhamid  II  managed  to  retain  the  throne. 

As  the  central  power  in  the  multi-ethnic  and  multi-confessional  empire 
was  dismembered  and  weakened,  the  numerous  social-political  and  other  diverse 
conflicts,  the  national-confessional  in  the  first  place,  aggravated. 

Quite  a few  leading  specialists  in  Ottoman  studies  turned  to  the  situation 
of  1871-1875.  Some  define  that  period  as  a “period  of  chaos”414,  others,  giving 
an  overall  fair  characteristic  of  those  years  as  of  a period,  when  new  trends  in  the 


412  N.  Gerov  - N.  P.  Ignat’ evu,  3 noyabria  1875  g.  - Dokumenti  za  bylgarskata  istoria.  T. 
2:  Arkhiv  na  Nayden  Gerov.  Ch.  2,  Sofia,  1932,  p.  126. 

413  [Ignat’ev  N.  P.].  Zapiski  grafa  N.  P.  Ignat’ eva,  1864-1874.  [Count  Ignat’ ev’s  notes, 
1864-1872].  - Russkaya  starina  [The  Russian  antique  times],  1915,  Vol.  162,  book  4,  p. 
15. 

414  R.  H.  Davison,  Reform  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  1856-1876.  Princeton,  1963,  p.  270. 
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internal  political  life  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  emerged,  still  either  fail  to  name  the 
most  important  of  them,  or  leave  some  of  them  unnoticed415. 

The  approaches  and  assessments  brought  above  can  only  be  accepted  with 
big  reservations.  In  the  depths  of  the  outwardly  chaotic  political  life,  processes 
were  taking  shape,  which  in  the  nearest  future  were  to  become  a determinant 
factor  in  the  formation  of  the  proto-genocidal  situation  of  1876. 

These  viewpoints  were  based  on  the  interpretation  of  the  post-Tanzimat 
period  of  Ottoman  history,  proposed  by  the  pillar  of  Turkish  official 
historiography  Enver  Ziya  Karal  back  in  the  middle  of  the  last  century,  according 
to  which,  of  the  leading  politicians  and  grand  viziers  of  that  period,  it  was 
Mahmud  Nedim  Pa!  a who  put  an  end  to  the  policy  of  the  Tanzimat  pro-Western 
reforms  to  gain  Russia’s  “trust  and  goodwill”416.  This  historian  of  Republican 
Turkey,  owing  to  his  numerous  works  on  the  developments  of  the  period  in 
question,  managed  to  make  his  viewpoint  acceptable  for  many  scholars417. 

In  our  opinion,  this  approach  overestimates  the  subjective  factor  in 
historic  processes  and  neglects  the  violent  reaction  to  Tanzimat,  especially  to  its 
fundamental  idea  of  equality  of  the  rights  of  Muslims  and  Christians,  that  caught 
the  elite  and  the  broadest  circles  of  the  Turkish  society.  This  phenomenon  is 
termed  by  us  as  anti-Christianity.  The  reaction  showed  itself  in  full  after  Ali  Pa!  a 
and  Fuat  Pa!  a had  left  the  political  arena. 

Anti-Christianity  was  inherent  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  all  through  its 
history,  beginning  from  the  theory  and  practice  of  jihad,  the  state  ideology  in  the 
! azi  period,  when  in  the  territories,  seized  from  Christians,  the  foundation  of  the 
Ottoman  statehood  was  being  laid,  and  going  on  through  other  historic  periods. 

415  Such  approach  is  typical  for  the  works  by  the  specialist  in  Ottoman  Studies  from 
Moscow  Irma  Fadeeva.  See:  I.  L.  Fadeeva,  Novye  tendentsii  v politike  Porty  nachala  70- 
kh  godov  XIX  v.  [New  tendencies  in  the  policy  of  Porte  in  the  beginning  of  the  70s  of  the 
XIX  century].  - Collected  works  on  Turkic  studies,  1978,  1984,  pp.  224-336;  I.  L. 
Fadeeva,  Ofitsial'nye  doktriny  v ideologii  i politike  Osmanskoy  imperii  /Osmanism- 
panislamism/:  XIX-XXv.  [Official  doctrines  in  the  ideology  and  politics  of  the  Ottoman 
Empire  /Ottomanism  and  pan-Islamism/  XIX-XX  centuries].  M.,  1985,  pp.  97-129. 

416  E.  Z.  Karal,  Osmanl!  Tarihi.  Cilt  VII:  Islahat  Ferman!  Devri,  1861-1876.  Ankara, 
1956,  p.  70. 

417  E.  Z.  Karal,  La  transformation  de  la  Turquie  d'  un  empire  oriental  en  un  etat  modeme 

et  national.  - Cahiers  d'  histoire  mondiale,  1957,  Vol.  IV,  No.  1,  p.  426-441;  E.  Z.  Karal 
Obstacles  rencontres  pendant  le  mouvement  de  modernisation  de  l'Empire  Ottoman.  - 
Economie  et  societes  dans  l'Empire  Ottoman  (Fin  du  XVIII-e  - Debut  du  XX-e  siecle). 
Actes  du  colloque  de  Strasbourg  (1-er  - 5 juillet  1980).  Publies  par  J-L.  Bacque- 

Grammont  et  P.  Dumont,  Paris,  1983.  p.  11-12;  E.  Z.  Karal,  Giilhane  Hatt-! 
Humayununda  Bat!n!n  etkisi.  - Belleten  TTK,  1964,  No.  112,  p.581-601. 
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The  developments  during  the  years  of  crisis  intensified  anti-Christianity  to  the 
level  of  jihad.  Many  common  Turks  began  to  perceive  themselves  as  ! azis,  who 
waged  holy  war  against  the  internal  enemy  - Christians.  In  the  previous 
subchapter  we  spoke  about  the  conditions  which  facilitated  focusing  of  these 
extreme  anti-Christian  sentiments  on  Bulgarians. 

The  analysis  of  the  period  between  1871  and  1876  allows  us  to  distinguish 
the  phenomena  that  had  directly  contributed  to  the  emergence  of  the  genocidal 
program. 

In  the  beginning  of  the  1870s,  the  ideas  of  pan-Islamism  were  being 
disseminated  in  the  Ottoman  Empire.  At  that  time  the  activity  of  Jamaluddin 
Afghani  in  the  capital  might  be  conducive  to  it.  Pan-Islamism  had  not  yet 
become  state  policy  by  that  time,  as  it  happened  in  Abdtilhamid’s  rule,  but  was 
one  of  the  manifestations  of  anti-Christian  sentiments.  Ideas  of  pan-Islamism 
were  also  characteristic  of  some  of  the  “New  Ottoman”  leaders,  such  as  Ali 
Suavi  and  Namik  Kemal.  The  latter  printed  an  article  in  the  “Ibret”  newspaper, 
entitled  “Unity  of  Islam”,  where  he  inferred  that  the  might  of  the  Ottoman 
Empire  could  be  restored  through  unification  of  the  entire  Muslim  world  under 
the  aegis  of  their  “elder  brothers”  - Ottoman  Turks418. 

The  most  read  newspaper  in  Constantinople  in  those  years  was  the 
“Basiret”,  which  achieved  that  fame  due  to  a mass  of  articles,  praising  pan- 
Islamic  and  anti-Christian  ideas419.  Essad  Bey,  the  editor,  authored  the  first  book 
on  pan-Islamism  in  Turkey,  in  which  he  called  for  the  Muslims  throughout  the 
world  to  gather  in  Mecca  and  begin  spreading  Islam  far  and  wide. 

Beginning  from  1875,  Muslim  fanaticism  was  gaining  momentum  in  the 
Ottoman  Empire.  The  German  “Allgemeine  Zeitung”  reported  that  evidences 
about  it  were  arriving  from  different  provinces  of  the  empire420.  For  example,  the 
adherers  of  anti-Christianity  wrote,  “We  (i.e.  Muslims  - R.  S.)  have  subdued 
Christians  and  captured  countries  with  a yata!  an.  We  do  not  want  to  share  with 
them  the  governance  of  the  empire”421. 

Such  was  the  situation  when  a new  phenomenon  emerged  - the  political 
activity  of  the  softas.  Their  mass  marches  in  the  capital  were  unambiguously 
anti-Christian.  The  witnesses  said  that  during  the  marches,  the  softas  threatened 


418  ! . Mardin,  The  genesis  of  Young  Ottoman  thought:  a study  in  the  modernization  of 
Turkish  political  ideas.  Princeton,  1962,  p.  332. 

419  [A.  D.  Mordtmann],  Stambul  und  das  moderne  Tiirkenthum  (Politische,  sociale  und 
biographische  Bilder  von  einern  Osmanen),  Leipzig,  B.  1,  1877,  S.  241-242. 

4-0  Meghu  Hayastani  1875,  December  6. 

421  Le  Baron  Lermot,  La  Turquie  demasque  et  rehabilitation  de  l'Europe.  Paris,  1877,  p. 
51,  n.  1. 
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to  do  away  with  the  giaours  in  the  country422,  committed  acts  of  violence  against 
Christians.  The  softas  were  armed423,  and  the  risk  that  their  actions  might  expand 
into  large-scale  carnages  of  Christians  was  always  present.  Midhat  and  his 
environment  employed  the  softas  to  attain  their  political  goals.  They  openly  paid 
them424. 

In  1875-1876  the  empire  was  on  the  verge  of  collapse.  The  disastrous 
famine,  which  caused  death  of  tens  of  thousands  of  people  mainly  in  the 
European  region,  the  severest  financial  crisis,  due  to  which  the  state  declared 
bankruptcy,  and,  of  course,  the  rebellions  of  Christians  in  the  Balkans  - 
Hercegovina,  Bosnia,  later  in  Bulgaria  - were  signs  of  it. 

The  Turkish  society  responded  to  the  desperate  situation,  as  was 
mentioned  above,  by  expanding  the  existing  radical  anti-Christian  sentiments, 
while  the  government  - by  arming  the  Muslim  population  in  the  Balkans  and 
creating  armed  detachments.  These  were  later  used  against  the  rebel  Christians. 

The  next  Bulgarian  insurrection  broke  out  in  1875.  To  suppress  it,  the 
authorities  not  only  used  army  divisions,  but  handed  out  weapons  to  the  Muslim 
population  to  involve  them  in  the  operations425.  This  is  an  indirect  evidence  that 
the  authorities  had  been  ready  for  much  more  extensive  activities  than  just 
suppression  of  an  insurrection. 

The  foreign  witnesses  attested  that  the  Turkish  authorities  had  ordered  the 
Muslim  villagers  to  kill  their  Christian  neighbors  long  before  the  April  rebellion. 
A British  witness  cites  in  his  book  a story  of  a Muslim  woman,  who  told  that  her 
husband  had  received  an  order  of  the  sultan  to  kill  his  neighbors,  and  he  could 
not  disobey  the  order426.  Gangs  of  ba!  Ibozuks  were  also  involved  by  the  Turkish 
authorities  in  committing  mass  killings  of  the  peaceful  Bulgarian  population4 * *"7. 


4“  E.  A.  Ragozina,  Iz  dnevnika  russkoy  v Turtsii  pered  voynoy  v 1877-1878  gg.  [From 
the  diary  of  a Russian  woman  in  Turkey  before  the  war  of  1877-1878].  - Russkaya 
starina,  1915,  Vol.  162,  book  4,  p.  94. 

423  Ibid.,  p.  291. 

424  A.  V.  Clician,  Son  Altesse  Midhat-Pacha,  grand  Vizir.  Paris,  1909,  p.  44. 

425  See  above. 

426  E.  Pears,  Forty  Years  in  Constantonopole.  London,  MCMXVI  (1916),  p.  16. 

427  Vice  Consul  J.  H.  Dupuis  to  Sir  H.  Elliot,  Adrianople,  October  13,  1875.  - British 
documents  on  foreign  affairs:  reports  and  papers  from  the  foreign  office  confidental  print. 
General  editors:  Kenneth  Bourne  and  D.  Cameron  Watt.  Part  I:  from  the  mid-nineteenth 
century  to  the  First  World  War.  Series  B:  the  Near  and  Middle  East,  1856-1914.  Editor: 
David  Gillard.  Volume  2:  the  Ottoman  Empire  revolt  in  the  Balkans. 1875  -1876. 
Bethesda,  1984,  p.  135. 
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These  communications  come  to  prove  that  the  rudiments  of  premeditation 
to  pursue  a policy  of  large-scale  violence  began  taking  shape  in  the  Turkish 
ruling  elite.  It  still  lacked  the  factor  of  “genocidal  intent”,  yet  signaled  the 
transformation  to  the  “traditional”  medieval  policy  of  carnages  - the  policy  of 
genocide. 

Months  later,  by  the  order  of  the  authorities,  armed  bands  of  ba!  Ibozuks 
were  set  up  which,  besides  Turks,  consisted  of  Albanians  and  of  refugees  from 
the  Northern  Caucasus;  they  were  subordinate  to  the  command  of  the  armed 
forces,  deployed  in  that  area,  and  were  used  against  Bulgarians  - to  suppress  the 
April  revolt  of  1876.  These  detachments  were  close  replicas  of  the  ones  that 
participated  in  medieval  Turkish  conquests.  The  European  press  of  the  time  gave 
an  extensive  coverage  of  their  brutality. 

Well  informed  British  witness  wrote,  that  the  intent  of  Turks  was  to  crush 
the  spirit  of  Bulgarians  and  thereby  to  prevent  the  rebellion  'A  In  his  two  letters, 
printed  in  the  “Daily  News”  of  London,  he  listed  the  names  of  60  Bulgarian 
villages,  which  population  was  annihilated. 

The  most  murderous  slaughter  with  horrible  atrocities  took  place  in  early 
May  of  1876  in  the  Bulgarian  village  of  Batak,  of  which  eight  thousand  peaceful 
villagers,  mostly  women,  children  and  old  men,  fell  victim.  The  American 
orientalist,  specialist  in  Genocide  Studies  James  Reid,  who  had  specifically 
investigated  the  massacre  in  Batak,  defined  it  as  genocidal429. 

Coincidentally,  the  first  program  of  genocide  was  adopted  in  the  capital  in 
days  following  the  slaughter  in  Batak.  Its  discussion  and  adoption  by  the 
government  took  place  on  May  12  when,  under  the  pressure  of  armed 
detachments  of  the  softas,  who  occupied  the  central  streets  of  the  capital  and 
demanded  to  include  Midhat  in  the  government,  the  sultan  forcedly  dissolved  the 
existing  government  and  formed  a new  one,  with  Mehmet  Riildi  Pa!  a as  its 
leader430.  A week  later  Midhat  was  included  there  and  became  the  factual  head 
the  government.  Thereupon,  Midhat  Pa!  a performed  a decisive  role  in  the 
internal  life  of  the  empire  and,  apparently,  facilitated  the  emergence  of  the  proto- 
genocidal  situation. 

Midhat  is  considered  as  the  most  positive  and  progressive  politician  in 
Ottoman  history  of  the  New  Age,  an  individual  of  liberal  and  pro-Western  views, 

42N  E.  Pears,  Forty  Years  in  Constantinople.  London,  MCMXVI  (1916),  p.  17. 

4-9  J.  M.  Reid,  Batak  1876:  A massacre  and  its  significance.  - Journal  of  Genocide 
Research  (2000),  2(3),  p.  375-409. 

430  H.  Maynard  to  H.  Fish,  1876,  December  26,  Constantinople.  - Papers  Relating  to  the 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  United  States,  Transmitted  to  Congress,  With  the  Annual 
Message  of  the  President,  December  3,  1877.  Washington,  1877,  p.  550. 
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whose  talent  as  a politician  made  possible  the  declaration  of  the  first  Ottoman 
Constitution. 

However,  his  activity  in  the  Danube  vilayet,  intended  to  “merge” 
Bulgarians,  the  unspeakable  atrocities  he  displayed  at  quelling  the  revolts  of 
Bulgarians,  make  us  disagree  with  such  assessments.  In  fact,  he  was  a high- 
ranking  official  of  the  declining  Ottoman  Empire,  distinguished  not  for  his 
progressive  views,  but,  first  and  foremost,  for  his  cruelty  and  slyness,  the  latter  - 
to  the  extent  of  utter  cynicism.  At  the  same  time,  he  stood  out  for  his  well- 
coordinated  mindset  and  consistency  - rare  qualities  among  the  ruling  Ottoman 
elite.  The  book  of  the  Frenchman  Benois  Brunswik,  who  used  to  know  Midhat 
Pa!  a in  person,  gives  some  insight  into  his  views.  The  author  writes  that  in 
reality.  Midhat’s  opinion  was  that  the  “forefathers”  of  the  present  generation  of 
the  Turkish  leaders  “made  a mistake  not  to  have  forced  our  subjects...  to  turn 
Mohammedan.  This  has  to  be  started.  Henceforth,  all  the  opportunities  should  be 
employed  to  change  the  numerical  ratio  of  the  two  religions  [Islam  and 
Christianity  - R.  5.]  in  our  favor"431. 

Midhat  was  the  politician,  who  had  played  a critical  role  in  adopting 
genocide  as  state  policy  in  Ottoman  Turkey.  He  was  the  first  in  the  file  of 
Abdtilhamids  and  Talats. 


THE  FIRST  GENOCIDAL  PROGRAM 

In  Chapter  1 of  this  book  we  have  already  studed  the  theoretical  definition 
of  proto-genocide,  according  to  which  the  political  situation  in  a country  attains 
proto-genocidal  nature  when  a program  of  committing  genocide  exists. 

As  is  shown  below,  such  program  was  adopted  by  the  Ottoman 
government  in  May  of  1876.  The  original  of  the  program  has  not  been 
discovered  yet.  We  only  have  at  our  disposal  a communication  about  its  main 
points,  found  in  the  Archives  of  Foreign  Policy  of  the  Russian  Empire,  which 
copy  was  in  the  personal  archive  of  the  Russian  diplomat,  who  authored  said 
communication.  Juxtaposition  of  the  main  points  of  the  latter  with  the  facts, 
known  to  us,  confirms  its  trustworthiness. 

The  author  of  the  communication  was  the  Russian  vice-consul  to 
Philippolis  Nayden  Gerov.  In  mid-May  of  1876,  during  his  sojourn  in  the  capital, 
he  managed  to  use  his  personal  contacts  with  a government  member  (of 
Albanian  background)  and  obtain  important  news,  unequivocally  confirming  the 


431  B.  Bruswick,  La  verite  sur  Midhat  Pacha.  Paris,  1877,  p.  4. 
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existence  of  the  program  of  extermination  of  Bulgarians  - the  first  program  of 
genocide  - and  shed  light  on  some  important  details  of  it.  Its  detailed  analysis  is 
given  below. 

The  first  program  of  genocidal  nature  was  directed  against  Bulgarians 
and,  in  essence,  was  a response  to  the  April  revolt.  Earlier,  the  report  on  this 
program  was  put  into  scientific  circulation  by  us432. 

That  a program  like  that  should  have  existed,  we  inferred  from  the 
relatively  recent  disclosure  of  the  English  diplomatic  documents.  Before,  they 
were  considered  confidential  and  were  not  placed  in  the  known  “Blue  Books”. 
Thus,  according  to  the  report,  received  by  the  British  vice-consul  to  Adrianople, 
the  government  dispatched  instructions  to  local  authorities  to  “decimate  the 
Bulgarians”  and  kill  all  male  children  under  six  years  of  age.  Such  actions  were 
meant  to  “exterminate  the  race  and  compel  the  rest  to  emigrate”433.  The 
information  was  dated  May  19.  The  Bulgarian  politician  and  publicist  Todor 
Burmov,  quite  knowledgeable  about  the  details  of  the  measures,  taken  by  the 
Turkish  authorities  to  suppress  the  April  revolt  of  Bulgarians,  stated  that  “the 
mass  killings  of  the  wretched  people  is  taking  place  to  a previously  developed 
plan”434.  At  that  time  he  was  in  Constantinople  and  worked  as  translator  for  the 
Russian  Embassy.  Clearly,  he  shared  this  observation  with  Ambassador  Count  N. 
Ignat’ ev,  although  no  archive  document  about  it  exists. 

The  document  we  put  into  circulation  not  only  confirms  the  information, 
provided  by  the  Ottoman  official,  and  the  result  of  the  situational  analysis, 
conducted  by  the  Bulgarian  politician,  but  also  points  out  a number  of  factors  of 


432  R.  Safrastyan,  Turqakan  ishkhanutyunneri  hakazdetsutyuny  1876  t.  bulgharakan 
apstambutyany.  nor  motetsum  [The  response  of  the  Turkish  authorities  to  the  Bulgarian 
revolt  of  1876:  a new  approach],  - Journal  on  Oriental  Studies,  vol.  V,  Yerevan,  2004,  p. 
310-318. 

433  Vice  Consul  J.  H.  Dupuis  to  Sir  H.  Elliot,  May  19,  1876,  Adrianople.  - British 
documents  on  foreign  affairs:  reports  and  papers  from  the  foreign  office  confidential  print. 
General  editors:  Kenneth  Bourne  and  D.  Cameron  Watt.  Part  I:  from  the  mid-nineteenth 
century  to  the  First  World  War.  Series  B:  the  Near  and  Middle  East,  1856-1914.  Editor: 
David  Gillard.  Volume  2:  the  Ottoman  Empire:  revolt  in  the  Balkans,  1875- 1876. 
Bethesda,  1984,  p.  234. 

434  See  his  letter  to  the  historian,  Professor  Nil  Popov,  who  at  the  same  time  was  secretary 
at  Moscow  Slavic  Committee:  Letter  of  the  Bulgarian  journalist  T.  Burmov  to  N.  A. 
Popov,  1876,  May  15.  - Liberation  of  Bulgaria  from  the  Turkish  yoke:  documents  in  three 
volumes.  Vol  1:  Liberation  struggle  of  southern  Slavs  and  Russia,  1875-1877.  Edited  by 
S.  A.  Nikitin,  V.  D.  Konobeev,  Al.  K.  Burmov,  N.  T.  Todorov.  Moscow,  1961,  p.  222. 
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genocidal  nature.  It  is  a narration  of  the  resolution,  passed  at  the  session  of  the 
Ottoman  government.  The  text  of  the  communication  is  brought  below: 

“The  Turkish  government,  under  the  pretext  of  suppressing  the  revolt,  has 
made  a decision  to  fully  destroy  the  Bulgarian. . . settlements,  which  residents  are 
more  advanced;  to  demolish  the  remaining  villages  and  cities  with  the  hands  of 
ba!  !bozuks;  to  exterminate  the  best  representatives  of  the  urban  population  in 
one  way  or  another;  to  eradicate  the  entire  intelligentsia;  not  to  leave  alive  a 
single  teacher,  educated  in  Russia;  to  close  the  schools  and  exert  a pressure  on 
the  people  so  that  they  can  never  recover  and  re-establish  themselves  in  the 
current  position,  when  they  present  a danger  for  the  Turkish  state;  and, 
eventually,  to  Turkicize  part  of  them,  i.e.  to  weaken  them  even  more”435. 

The  Russian  diplomats  managed  to  find  out  that  the  program  was 
authored,  besides  Midhat,  by  Huseyin  Avni  Pa!  a,  and  the  final  resolution  was 
passed  at  the  session  of  the  government436.  They  also  reported  that  the 
governmental  resolution  was  not  only  about  the  extermination  of  Bulgarians,  but 
“systematic  slaying”  of  all  the  Slavic  nations  in  the  Balkans437. 

The  young  Russian  Turkologist  Vasili  Smirnov438,  who  was  in 
Constantinople  in  those  months,  based  on  the  evidences,  received  from  “persons, 
well-informed  about  the  Istanbul  relationships”,  gave  the  names  of  the  three 
Turkish  political  figures,  who  constituted,  as  he  put  it,  “the  hellish  triad  of 
Bulgarian  horrors”.  They  were  Midhat  Pa!  a,  Ahmet  Vefik  Pa!  a,  prominent 
statesman  of  the  time  and  renowned  lexicologist,  and  Ali  Suavi,  one  of  the 
leaders  of  the  “New  Ottomans”439.  According  to  Smirnov,  they  intended  to 


435  Vitse-konsul  v Filippole  - Poslu  v Konstantinopole  [Vice-Consul  to  Filippole  to  the 
Ambassador  to  Constantinople],  May  17  /May  29,  1876,  copy,  suppl.  to  prev.  - AVPRI, 
Fund  Kantselaria  MID,  1876,  file  25,  sheets  159  rev. -160. 

436  Ibid.,  sheet  159  rev. 

437  Iz  donesenia  N.  Daskalova  (Varna)  general’nomu  konsulu  Rossii  v Ruse  V.  T. 
Kozhevnikovu,  24  avgusta  1876  g.  [From  N.  Daskalov’s  (Varna)  report  to  Consul  General 
of  Russia  to  Ruse  V.  T.  Kozhevnikov,  August  24,  1876],  - Consequences  of  violence: 
documents  and  materials  on  forcible  Islamization.  Part  1,  Comp,  by  Petr  Petrov,  Sofia, 
1987,  p.  184. 

438  Upon  returning  home,  V.  Smirnov  launched  efficient  scientific -pedagogic  activity  and 
was  rated  among  the  renowned  figures  of  Russian  Turkic  Studies.  About  his  scientific 
career  and  historiographic  views  see:  A.  S.  Tvertinova,  V.  D.  Smirnov  - historian  of 
Turkey  (to  the  125th  anniversary  of  birth).  - Sovetskaya  Tyurkologia  [Sovet  Turkic 
Studies],  1971,  No.  4,  p.  103-114. 

439  V.  Smirnov,  Ofitsial’naya  Turtsia  v litsakh  [Official  Turkey  in  persons],  - Vestnik 
Evropy,  1878,  book  1,  p.  311. 
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“systematically  extirpate  the  hateful  Bulgarians  and...  stubbornly  pursued  their 
program...” 

The  Russian  diplomats  continued  their  interested  research  and  discovered 
some  other  details  of  that  genocidal  program.  Consul  General  to  Ruse  V.  F. 
Kozhevnikov  was  reported  that  in  the  capital  of  the  empire,  the  secret  committee 
‘Siipiirge’  [Broom]  operated,  which  head  was  Midhat  Pa!  a.  The  goal  of 
“Siipiirge”  was  to  exterminate  all  the  Christians  of  the  country,  not  just 
Bulgarians440. 

The  activity  of  this  felonious  group  became  known  to  Russian  diplomacy 
in  November,  1876,  yet,  most  likely,  it  had  been  founded  earlier,  in  May  of  the 
same  year,  when  the  government,  under  Midhat’s  and  Htiseyin  Avni’s  pressure, 
passed  the  resolution  on  extermination  of  Bulgarians.  After  Hiiseyin  Avni’s 
assassination  (June  15  of  the  same  year)  it  was  completed  with  new  members 
(known  are  Vefik  Pa!a’s  and  Ali  Suavi’s  names).  According  to  the 
communication  on  the  activity  of  “Supurge”,  Midhat  Pa!  a had  retained  his 
leadership. 

Of  the  members  of  that  criminal  group  of  four,  only  Vefik  escaped  violent 
death.  Midhat  was  killed  by  the  order  of  his  sworn  enemy  Abdulhamid;  Avni 
was  assassinated  about  a month  after  the  notorious  governmental  session;  Suavi 
was  killed  two  years  later  during  the  uprising  against  Abdulhamid. 

Let  us  turn  to  the  documents.  It  is  easy  to  infer  that  the  points,  brought 
above,  in  essence  were  nothing  but  a program  aimed  not  only  to  suppress  the 
rebellion,  but  to  eradicate  Bulgarians  to  a man.  Both  the  topmost  goal  and  the 
concrete  actions  towards  attaining  it  were  indicated  there.  The  actions  were  as 
follows: 

to  annihilate  the  residents  of  the  rebellious  Bulgarian  settlements  and 
to  level  the  latter; 

to  expose  to  raids  of  ba!  !bozuks  the  remaining  Bulgarian  settlements; 
“in  one  way  or  another”,  to  destroy  the  political,  economic  and 
intellectual  elite  of  Bulgarians; 

to  make  the  intellectuals,  particularly  the  teachers  educated  in  Russia, 
the  main  target  of  this  policy; 
to  close  Bulgarian  schools; 

to  possibly  intensify  the  process  of  Turkization  of  Bulgarians. 


440  V.  F.  Kozhevnikov  - N.  P.  Ignat’evu,  12  noyabria  1876  g.,  Prilozhenie,  - 
Osvobozhdenie  Bolgarii  ot  turetskogo  iga:  dokumenty  v trekh  tomakh.  Tom  pervyi: 
Osvoboditel’naya  bor’ba  yuzhnykh  slavyan  i Rossia,  1875-1877.  Pod  red.  S.  A.  Nikitina, 
V.  D.  Konobeeva,  Al.K.  Burmova,  N.  T.  Todorova.  Moscow,  1961,  p.  501. 
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Proceeding  from  modem  perceptions,  these  actions  reveal  the  intent  of  the 
state  power  to  annihilate  a certain  ethnic  group,  and  may  be  defined  as  genocide. 
Since  its  goal  was  to  annihilate  the  group  in  the  territory  of  own  homeland,  it 
may  be  qualified  as  a genocide  with  the  intent  of  deportation. 

The  program  failed.  The  year  1876  was  exceptionally  unstable  in  political 
sense.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  during  that  year,  the  Ottoman  throne  was 
successively  occupied  by  three  sultans.  The  year  ended  by  declaring  the 
Constitution,  which,  in  fact,  became  an  alternative  for  the  policy  of  genocide. 
Midhat  Pa!  a with  the  small  group  of  his  followings,  who  in  those  years 
represented  the  main  ruling  force  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  had  at  last  heeded  the 
opinion  of  Great  Britain’s  Ambassador,  and  gave  preference  to  maintaining  the 
territorial  integrity  of  the  empire  through  constitutional  reforms. 

In  those  months  there  was  another  tide  in  the  political  life  of  the  empire, 
which  made  it  possible  to  take  measures  towards  commitment  of  the  genocidal 
program  by  the  government  led  by  Midhat  Pa!  a.  The  Russian  Ambassador  Count 
Ignat’ ev  was  able  to  sense  that  such  intention  existed.  In  October  he  notified 
Chancellor  Aleksandr  Gorchakov  that  “the  fears  of  internal  carnages  are  fully 
grounded’’441. 

The  main  feature  of  the  proto-genocidal  situation  of  1876  was  the  fast  and 
unstoppable  growth  of  anti-Christian  tendencies  in  the  country.  To  a greater 
extent,  it  ensued  from  the  anti-Christian  propaganda,  intensively  conducted  by 
Muslim  clerics.  This  fact  was  fixed  by  the  press  of  the  time442. 

The  propaganda  gradually  transformed  to  calls  for  physical  destruction  of 
Christians.  The  Russian  diplomats  did  not  miss  that  fact.  Ambassador  Ignat’ ev 
wrote  to  the  Tsar,  “The  hocas  openly  call  to  destroy  giaours443. 

Some  kind  of  coordination  was  observed  in  the  actions  of  top  authorities 
and  the  Muslim  clergy,  although,  beyond  any  doubt,  the  initiator  was  the 
government,  and  the  reason  was  not  only  and  not  so  much  Muslim  fanaticism, 
which  over  centuries  had  existed  among  Muslims  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  but  the 
new  policy  of  the  supreme  power  towards  Bulgarians  and  other  Christians.  This 
important  viewpoint  was  accentuated  by  an  author  and  contemporary  of  those 
events,  so  far  unknown,  who  wrote  anonymously  to  Ambassador  Ignat’ev,  “In 


441N.  P.  Ignat’ev  - A.  M.  Gorchakovu,  Konstantinopol’,  13/25  oktyabrya  1876  g.  [N.  P. 
Ignat’ev  to  A.  M.  Gorchakov,  Constantinople,  October  13/25  1876].  - AVPRI,  Fund 
Kantselaria,  1876,  file  32,  sheet  27. 

442  See  for  example  the  Meghu  Hayastani  July  3.  1876. 

44’  N.  P.  Ignat'ev  - Tsaryu.  Konstantinopol’,  21  maya/2  iyunia  1876  g.  [N.  P.  Ignat’ev  to 
the  Tsar,  Constantinople,  May  21/  June  2,  1876].  - AVPRI,  Fund  Kantselaria  MID,  1876, 
file  25,  sheet  153  rev. 
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old  times,  Christians  were  oppressed  and  slaughtered  by  Muslims;  now  they  are 
oppressed  and  slaughtered  by  the  government”444.  Ignat’ ev  shared  that  opinion. 
In  a report  to  Petersburg,  he  pointed  out  that  the  cause  for  expanding  Muslim 
fanaticism  were  the  actions  of  the  majority  of  the  Turkish  governing  system  - 
from  the  topmost  down  to  the  lowermost  level445. 

The  facts  attest  that  in  the  last  months  of  1876,  the  Turkish  authorities 
were  also  planning  a large-scale  massacre  against  the  Armenian  people.  In  early 
October,  the  Armenian  press  reported  about  the  intensification  of  Muslim 
fanaticism  against  Armenians,  cautiously  surmising  that  it  might  be  happening 
with  the  permission  of  the  local  governance446.  At  the  same  period  of  time,  the 
Turkish  press,  particularly  the  trumpet  of  the  government,  the  “Basket”,  accused 
Armenians  of  preparation  for  an  armed  revolt  under  the  guidance  of  the  patriarch 
of  Constantinople447.  That  was  a pretext  for  committing  massacre. 

The  sources  of  Russian  diplomacy  give  some  insight  into  the  details  of  the 
program.  In  the  October  report  to  Gorchakov,  Ignat’ev,  based  on  the  information 
he  had  received  from  the  Armenian  patriarch  in  Constantinople,  wrote  that 
Midhat  had  accused  Armenians  of  buying  weapons  in  large  quantities  and 
preparing  for  a revolt  in  the  regions  bordering  on  Russia  - to  “ensure  Russia’s 
interference”448. 

The  similarity  to  the  modus  operandi  of  the  “Young  Turk”,  or  the  “New 
Ottoman”  leaders,  is  apparent.  Interestingly,  Russia's  factor  played  a key  role 
also  in  Midhat’s  anti-Bulgarian  programs.  In  one  of  Ignat’ev’s  reports.  Midhat 
Pa!a’s  words  addressed  to  Bulgarians  were  cited,  “You  put  your  hopes  on 
Russia,  yet  when  they  eventually  come,  they  will  only  find  ruins”449. 

At  the  end  of  November,  the  Russian  Ambassador  to  Constantinople 
informed  Petersburg  one  more  time  that  the  consuls  communicate  about  ongoing 


444  Zapiska  (bez  podpisi)  “O  smysle  krizisa,  proiskhodyaschego  v nastoyaschee  vremia  v 
Turetskoy  imperii  i o vliyanii  proiskhodyaschikh  v nei  reform  na  ee  gosudarstvennyi 
stroi”.  - State  Archives  of  RF,  Fund  730  (Fund  of  N.  P.  Ignat’ev),  list  1,  u.s.  706. 

445  N.  P.  Ignat’ev  - A.  M.  Gorchakovu,  Konstantinopol’,  October  18/30,  1876.  - AVPRI, 
f.  Kantselaria,  1876,  file  32,  sheet  150. 

446  Meghu  Hayastani  October  2,  1876. 

447  The  Meghu  Hayastani  communicates  about  it  in  the  issue  dated  October  31,  with 
reference  to  the  Noragir  of  Constantinople. 

448  N.  P.  Ignat’ev  - A.  M.  Gorchakovu,  Konstantinopol’,  October  18/30  1876.  - AVPRI, 
Fund  Kantselaria,  1876,  file  32,  sheet  137  rev.  - 138. 

449  N.  P.  Ignat’ev  - N.  K.  Girsu,  24  maya/5  iyunia  1876  g.  [N.  P.  Ignat’ev  to  N.  K.  Girs, 
May  24/  June  5,  1876],  - AVPRI,  Fund  Kantselaria,  1876,  file  25,  sheet  153  rev. 
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“vociferous  pressure”  upon  Christians  all  over  the  Ottoman  territory,  at  that,  not 
only  on  Slavs,  but  also  on  the  “Christians  of  Asia  Minor”450. 

Such  were  the  conditions  when  the  known  arson  of  Van  happened  on 
December  1.  It  was  organized  by  the  local  Turkish  government.  That  event  has 
been  referred  to  by  Armenian  historiography  many  a time,  yet  was  viewed  as  an 
isolated  case.  Meanwhile,  the  secret  agent  P.  Anino  (Midhat’s  assistant  and 
personal  translator,  well  familiar  with  the  developments  in  the  country,  including 
the  ones  the  authorities  kept  secret)  in  his  confidential  report  to  Ignat’  ev  notified 
that  almost  at  the  same  time,  the  Turkish  regular  army  perpetrated  “atrocities  in 
the  Armenian  villages  of  c”451.  Beyond  any  doubt,  the  army  had  received 
appropriate  orders.  The  danger  of  the  impending  massacre  of  Armenians  was 
quite  real. 

The  conclusions  are  as  follows:  in  1876,  the  Ottoman  Empire  was  close  to 
launching  the  process  of  what  in  modern  perception  would  be  called  a large-scale 
genocide.  There  was  the  perpetrator  - the  group  of  high-ranking  state  officials, 
the  victim  - Bulgarians,  the  intent  to  commit  genocide  - the  program  drawn  up 
by  the  mentioned  criminal  group.  It  was  intended,  circumstances  permitting,  to 
execute  identical  actions  against  other  Christian  peoples  of  the  Empire,  namely 
Armenians.  However,  the  favorable  conditions  did  not  occur.  The  essentially 
genocidal  program  was  carried  out  but  partly.  The  Bulgarian  people  escaped 
extirpation.  In  other  words,  the  proto-genocidal  situation  did  not  degenerate  into 
genocide.  The  genocide  took  place  later,  under  Abdtilhamid’s  direct  guidance, 
when  the  large-scale  massacres  of  the  1890s  marked  the  launch  of  the  Armenian 
Genocide,  which  lasted  full  two  decades. 


45U  N.  P.  Ignat' ev  - A.  M.  Gorchakovu,  November  18/30  1876.  - AVPRI,  Fund 
Kantselaria,  1876,  file  32,  sheet  539-539  rev. 

451  P.  Anino  - N.  P.  Ignat’evu,  1876  g.  [P.  Anino  to  N.  P.  Ignat’ev,  1876],  - State 
Archives  of  RF,  Fund  730  (Fund  of  N.  P.  Ignat'ev),  list  1,  u.  s.  917. 
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Chapter  6 


GENOCIDAL  PROGRAMS  AGAINST  THE  ARMENIAN  PEOPLE 


THE  HAMIDIAN  AND  THE  YOUNG  TURK  PROGRAMS 

In  this  section  of  the  monograph  examined  are  the  state  genocidal 
programs,  targeted  at  the  Armenian  people  and  created  during  the  last  decades  of 
the  existence  of  the  Ottoman  Empire. 

The  first  anti-Armenian  program  of  genocidal  nature  appeared  in  the  mid- 
90s  of  the  XIX  century.  Its  implementation  ended  in  mass  killings  of  the 
Armenian  population  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  which  victims  totaled  300 
thousand.  The  text  has  not  been  found,  but  the  juxtaposition  and  the  analysis  of 
the  facts,  the  data  from  Turkish  sources,  and  the  statements  of  eyewitnesses 
make  it  possible  to  restore  certain  factors  and  to  elucidate  some  very  important 
issues. 

Planning  of  the  policy  of  genocide  was  launched  when  the  Armenian 
Question  was  made  an  issue  of  international  concern  at  the  Conference  of  Berlin, 
when  the  problem  of  reforms  in  Western  Armenia  became  a major  international 
problem.  Sultan  Abdiilhamid  II  and  the  leadership  of  the  empire  considered  that 
the  reforms  would  lead  to  autonomy  of  Western  Armenia  and  further  to  its 
independence.  Therefore  they,  under  the  pressure  of  the  Great  Powers,  were 
compelled  to  formally  adopt  the  program  of  reforms  in  the  vilayets  of  Western 
Armenia,  while  in  reality  they  did  their  best  not  to  put  them  into  practice.  Worth 
noticing  is  the  revelation  of  Abdiilhamid  to  German  Kaiser,  “I  prefer  to  die, 
rather  than  to  adopt  reforms  leading  to  autonomy  of  Eastern  Anatolia  [Western 
Armenia  - R.  S.]”452  Avoiding  reforms  was  possible  through  annihilation  of  the 
Armenian  population  of  Western  Armenia.  Thus,  the  extirpation  of  the  Armenian 
people  on  the  historic  Armenian  soil  became  the  topmost  goal  of  Abdiilhamid ’s 
policy. 

The  preparation  of  the  Hamidian  phase  of  the  policy  of  Armenian 
Genocide  had  several  peculiarities.  The  most  important  of  them  was  that  it  took 
place  in  the  absence  of  a ruling  political  party  - as  distinct  from  the  Young  Turk 


452  See:  Z.  Dan! ! man,  Sultan  !kinci  Abdiilhamid  Han,  ! stanbul,  1966,  p.  145. 
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phase.  The  entire  preparatory  work  was  carried  out  not  by  the  leadrship  of  the 
ruling  party,  but  in  the  depths  of  the  supreme  body  of  the  state.  It  is  known  that 
Abdtilhamid  exercised  one-man  rule,  i.e.  the  important  political  decisions  were 
made  by  him  alone.  Hence  he  led  the  policy  towards  the  Armenian  people  as 
well.  His  attitude  toward  Armenians  is  clearly  expressed  in  the  following  phrase, 
cited,  incidentally,  by  Turkish  authors,  “Armenians  are  a degenerated  nation... 
They  have  always  been  servants”453.  It  is  not  unexpected  that  a Turk  sultan  with 
such  standpoint  would  choose  “Armenia  without  Armenians”  as  a way  to  solve 
the  Armenian  question.  His  personal  secretary  for  many  years  Tahsin  Pa!  a 
acknowledged  in  his  memoirs  that  the  sultan  had  decided  “to  pursue  policy  of 
oppressions  against  Armenians”454.  Amazingly,  the  author  of  such  policy  of 
oppressions  wondered  in  his  written  recollections  why  he  would  be  labeled  “Red 
Beast”455. 

Abdiilhamid’s  ruling  system  reminded  of  a pyramide  with  the  sultanic 
palace  Yildiz  Koskii  at  the  top.  The  foreign  and  home  policies  of  the  immense 
empire  were  developed  in  Yildiz.  The  government  was  but  a executor. 
According  to  the  documents  from  the  Ottoman  archives,  Abdtilhamid  also 
guided  the  performance  of  local  authorities:  via  telegraph,  he  dispatched 
instructions  regarding  the  policy  towards  Armenians  that  should  be  pursued;  thus 
he  bypassed  the  government456. 

For  drafting  important  resolutions,  special  offices  were  set  up  in  the 
sultan’s  palace,  heads  of  which  enjoyed  the  sultans  full  confidence.  One  of  those 
offices  officially  consisted  of  two  commissions,  responsible  for  the  construction 
and  financial  issues  of  the  Hicaz  railway,  while  in  reality  they,  in  conditions  of 
top  secrecy,  were  engaged  in  the  Armenian  Question.  That  office  was  led  by 
Izzet  Pa!  a - a man  of  influence  in  Abdtilhamid’ s ruling  system.  He  performed 
the  role  of  a mediator  between  the  sultan  and  the  high-ranking  state  officials, 
conveying  to  them  the  sultan’s  orders457,  some  of  them  referring  to  Armenians, 
Tahsin  Pa!  a related.  According  to  well-informed  sources,  Izzet  Pa!  a thought  that 
the  Armenian  Question  might  be  put  an  end  to  by  eliminating  Armenians458. 


453  See:  E.  Z.  Karat,  Osmanl!  tarihi,  VIII  cilt,  Ankara,  1988,  s.484. 

454  [Tahsin  Pa! a],  Sultan  Abdtilhamid:  Tahsin  Pa!an!n  Y!ld!z  hatiralar!.  Istanbul.  1990, 
s.182. 

453  [Abdtilhamid  II].  !kinci  Abdtilhamid  ’in  hatira  defteri.  Istanbul.  1960,  s.130. 

456  C.  Eraslan,  I.  Sasun  isyan!  sonras!nda  Osmanl!  Devleti’nin  kar!  !la!  t! ! ! siyasi  ve  sosyal 
problemler.  -Kafkas  ara! t!rmalar!,  II,  Istanbul.  1996,  s.  76. 

437  [Tahsin  Pa!  a],  Sultan  Abdtilhamid:  Tahsin  Pa!  an!n  Y!ld!z  hatiralar!.  ! stanbul,  1990,  s. 
28. 

458  T.  Akfam,  Siyasi  ktilttirtimtizde  ztiltim  ve  i! kence,  Istanbul,  1992,  s.  301. 
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Hence  he  was  in  full  concord  with  the  bloodthirsty  sultan.  Such  attitude  was 
shared  by  many  of  the  top  officials  of  the  empire.  Thus,  shortly  after  the 
Conference  of  Berlin,  the  eminent  Ottoman  political  figure  and  sadrazam  of 
many  years  Kamil  Pa!  a maintained  that,  in  order  to  avoid  reforms  in  Western 
Armenia,  forced  by  the  Great  Powers,  the  “Armenian  nation”  must  be 
destroyed459. 

The  authors  of  the  first  phase  of  the  Armenian  Genocide  employed  the 
social-political  doctrines  of  Pan-Islamism  and  just  shaping  Pan-Turkism. 

The  sources  of  the  Hamidian  interpretation  of  the  doctrine  of  Pan- 
Islamism  date  back  to  anti-Christianity  - the  political  trend,  spread  among  the 
Turkish  population  of  the  empire  from  the  mid-XIX  century.  It  came  into 
existence  as  a result  of  violent  opposition  against  the  pro-Western  reforms  of 
Tanzimat460.  Thereafter,  Abdtilhamid,  already  a sultan,  invited  the  ideologist  of 
Pan-Islamism  Jamaluddin  Afghani  and,  by  combining  the  latter’s  ideas  with 
Turkish  anti-Christianity,  tried  to  create  the  official  ideology  of  the  Ottoman 
Empire. 

The  Hamidian  version  of  Pan-Islamism  had  two  aspects461.  The  foreign 
aspect  implied  consolidation  of  all  the  Muslims  throughout  the  world  under  the 
aegis  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  (based  on  the  fact  that  the  Turkish  sultans  had 
usurped  the  title  of  caliph  back  in  the  Middle  Ages)  to  withstand  the  Great 
Powers.  The  internal  aspect  implied  application  of  it  as  ideological  means  for 
maintaining  the  territorial  integrity  of  the  empire.  This  was  much  written  about 
by  foreign  authors  of  Turkish  origin,  yet  they  omitted  the  fact  that  Pan-Islamism 
was  also  a means  to  incite  Muslim  Turks  and  Kurds  against  Armenians  as 
Christians.  The  Austria-Hungarian  Ambassador  to  Constantinople,  an  eyewitness 
of  Armenian  carnages,  defined  them  as  “a  crusade  of  Muslims  against 
Christians”462 

The  campaign  for  Pan-Islamism  was  carried  out  both  openly  and  secretly; 
in  the  latter,  heads  of  the  Muslim  mystic  brotherhoods  - sheikhs  and  mullahs  - 
were  employed463.  They  roamed  around  the  country  and  instigated  the  Turks  and 


459  See:  Phorts  [Experience],  1879,  7-8,  p.  204. 

460  See:  R.  Safrastyan,  Osmanyan  kaisrutyun:  tseghaspanutyan  tzragri  tzagumnabanutyuny 
[Ottoman  Empire:  the  genesis  of  genocidal  program]  (1876-1920),  Yerevan.  2009,  p.  117- 
132.149-  156. 

461  A.  Ozcan,  Pan-Islamism:  Indian  Muslims,  the  Ottomans  and  Britain  (1877  - 1924), 
Leiden-New  York-Koln,  1997,  p.  46. 

462  See:  T.  Akfam,  !nsan  Haklar!  ve  Ermeni  Sorunu:  ! ttihat  ve  Terakki'den  Kurtulu! 
Sava!  !’na,  Ankara,  2002,  s.  93. 

463  !.  S.  S!rma,  II.  Abditlhamid’in  Islam birli!  i siyaseti.  4.  Bask!,  Istanbul,  1990. 
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Kurds  against  Armenian  “giaours”.  The  Armenian  population  of  the  empire  was 
viewed  as  part  of  the  hostile  to  the  Ottoman  Empire  Christian  world,  subject  to 
annihilation.  Later  on,  during  the  carnages,  Muslim  fanaticism  became  the 
principal  tool  for  instigating  the  mob  against  Armenians. 

During  the  Hamidian  period,  some  elements  of  the  doctrine  of  Pan- 
Turkism  also  began  to  shape,  which  in  the  days  of  the  Young  Turk  rule  grew  into 
state  ideology.  One  of  said  elements  was  the  concept  of  “Turkish  Anatolia”,  the 
latter  substituting  for  the  term  “Asia  Minor”.  Anatolia  was  propagated  as  the 
most  important  region  of  the  Turkish  Homeland,  belonging  exceptionally  to 
Ottoman  Turks.  In  old  times,  Armenia  used  to  occupy  part  of  that  land.  Some 
authors  asserted  that  Armenians  of  today  have  nothing  in  common  with 
Armenians  of  old  times,  who  were  Turks;  some  others  - that  in  reality,  the 
Christians  of  Anatolia  are  Turks  of  different  religion464. 

The  British  diplomatic  and  the  Turkish  sources  evidence  that  back  in  the 
early  1890s,  the  sultan  and  his  closest  surroundings  undertook  the  planning  of 
mass  slaughters  of  Armenians.  For  instance,  the  English  clergyman  Malcolm 
McCole,  having  studied  the  communications  of  the  British  consuls  in  the 
Ottoman  Empire,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  drafting  of  the  program  of 
slaughtering  Armenians  had  begun  in  the  summer  of  1890465.  Mustafa  Nedim,  a 
personal  secretary  for  Sultan  Abdiilhamid,  noted  in  his  recollections  that  on  July 
27,  1890,  some  time  after  the  known  Kum  Kapu  demonstration,  the  “Hamidiye” 
cavalry  detachments  of  Kurd  bandits  began  to  form.466  This  proves  that  the 
program  of  the  first  phase  of  the  Armenian  Genocide  had  been  basically 
completed,  since  later  on,  the  “Hamidiye”  homicidal  formations  were  used  by 
the  sultanic  authorities  as  the  main  executors  of  the  mass  slaughters  of  the 
peaceful  Armenian  population. 

The  most  significant  feature  of  that  program  was  that  it  designed  brutal 
carnages  of  Armenians,  when  not  a single  case  of  mass  insurgency  against  the 
Turkish  authorities  had  been  recorded.  It  had  become  apparent  even  to 
contemporaries.  The  Russian  Vice-Consul  to  Rize  Alexander  Gippius  wrote  in 
his  analytical  essay,  that  it  would  be  incorrect  to  define  the  carnages,  organized 


464  D.  Kushner,  The  Rise  of  Turkish  Nationalism  1876  - 1908,  London,  1977,  p.  52  - 53. 

465  I.  Iakkol,  Itvetstvennost’  Anglii  pred  Armeniyey.  - Polojeniye  armjan  v Turcii  do 
vmeshatel’stva  derjav  v 1895  godu  [M.  McCole,  Responsibility  of  England  before 
Armenia.  - Conditions  of  Armenians  in  Turkey  before  the  Great  Powers  interference  in 
1895],  Moscow,  1896,  p.  158. 

466  M.  Nedim  (Nakhkin  qartughar  Sultan  Hamid),  Hay  Egherny  (irn  vkayutyunnery) 
[Former  secretary  for  Sultan  Hamid],  Armenian  Genocide  (my  testimonies),  Sofia,  1936, 

p.  12. 
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by  the  Turkish  authorities,  as  a response  to  the  vigorous  activity  launched  by  the 
Armenian  “agitators”467.  Having  analyzed  a great  number  of  facts,  the  Russian 
diplomat  inferred  that  the  oppressions  of  Armenians  by  Turks  made  integral  part 
of  their  internal  policy  and,  in  mathematical  terms,  were  a “constant  magnitude”, 
which  meant  they  would  continue  regardless  of  what  the  Armenians  would 
undertake468.  Essentially,  A.  Gippius  identified  that  the  Hamidian  policy  of 
Armenian  carnages  had  been  premeditated.  This  is  also  evidenced  by  the 
documents  of  British  diplomats469. 

Hamid’s  monstrous  program  was  launched  in  one  of  the  main  centers  of 
Armenian  liberal  movement,  in  Sasun,  in  1892470.  Two  years  later,  in  1884,  the 
prisons  of  the  empire  were  packed  with  Armenians471. 

Bloody  mass  carnages  were  still  ahead. 

The  genocidal  nature  of  Abdtilhamid’s  anti- Armenian  policy  is  beyond 
any  doubt.  Juxtaposing  it  with  the  program  of  1876  against  Bulgarians,  we  may 
assert  that,  over  the  past  two  decades,  the  Turkish  state  machinery  had  become 
more  skillful  in  organizing  mass  slaughters  of  peaceful  people.  However,  the  fact 
that  up  to  date,  no  official  document,  reflecting  the  genocidal  programs  of 
Hamidian  authorities,  has  been  discovered,  makes  it  impossible  to  conduct  a 
more  elaborate  analysis  of  the  state  policy  of  the  period  at  issue  from  the 
perspective  of  genesis  of  the  genocidal  program  in  the  Ottoman  Empire. 


467  A.  I.  Gippius,  Revolyutsionnaya  agitatsia  sredi  turetskikh  armian  i byvshie  v Aziatskoy 
Turtsii  v 1895-1896gg.  besporiadki,  zapiska  [Revolutionary  agitation  among  Turkish 
Armenians  and  the  disorders  of  1895-1896  in  Asian  Turkey,  notes],  St.  Petersburg.  July 
16,  1897.  - Armenian  National  Archives,  Fund  Qaghvatzqner  [Passages],  Fund  339,  sheet 
134.  135. 

46S  Ibid.,  sheet  146. 

469  See,  for  example.  The  Massacre  at  Egin:  How  it  was  planned  and  carried  out.  By  Mrs. 
Rendel  Harris.  From  the  “Daily  News”,  December  11th,  1896.  - Armenian  National 
Archives,  Fund  41 1,  H.  F.  Lynch,  list  1,  D.  230,  sheets  1-2. 

470  See,  L.  H.  Mkrtchyan,  Arevmtahayutyan  tseghaspanutyan  Abdiilhamidyan 
qaghaqakanutyuny:  - Hayots  tseghaspanutyuny  (usumnasirutyunner)  [Abdiilhamid’s 
policy  of  Genocide  of  Western  Armenians:  - The  Armenian  Genocide  (studies)].  Edited 
by  P.  H.  Hovhannisyan,  Yerevan,  2001,  p.  75. 

471  [Smirnov,  sekretar'  posol’stva],  Zapiska  ob  armianskom  voprose,  Depesha  Nelidova  - 
Shishkinu,  23  fevralia/7  marta,  1895.  Pera  [Smirnov,  secretary  at  the  Embassy],  A note  on 
the  Armenian  Question,  Dispatch  of  Nelidov  to  Shishkin,  February  23/March  7,  1895, 
Pera.  - Armenian  National  Archives,  Fund  Qaghvatzqner,  D.  35,  On  the  Armenian 
Question  and  Western  Armenians,  1895-1908,  sheet  40. 
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Let  us  examine  the  state  program  of  genocide  during  the  Young  Turk  rule, 
which  target  were  also  Armenians.  The  program  comprised  three  documents.  In 
all  three,  both  the  intent  to  commit  genocide  and  the  means  to  commit  it  are 
present. 

The  first  of  these  documents  is  the  record  of  the  resolutions,  passed  at  the 
secret  meeting  of  a group  of  leading  figures  of  the  Ottoman  Empire,  headed  by 
Talat,  during  World  War  One.  The  document  is  known  as  “10  Commandments”. 

It  became  known  to  general  public  in  1919  from  the  Armenian 
newspapers  of  Constantinople,  where  the  Armenian  translation  of  the  document 
was  printed  . The  renowned  Armenian  historian  Leo  reprinted  it  from  the 
“Verjin  lur”  [Latest  News]  newspaper  in  one  of  his  monographs;  later,  the 
French  historian  of  Armenian  origin  Arthur  Beylerian  placed  the  French 
translation  in  the  introduction  to  the  collected  French  archive  materials474.  The 
Armenian-born  American  specialist  in  Genocide  Studies  Vahagn  Dadrian  at  the 
end  of  the  last  century  scrutinized  thoroughly  the  British  archives  and  discovered 
a number  of  important  facts,  related  with  the  origination  of  said  document  and 
the  circumstances  of  finding  it475.  In  particular,  it  became  known  that  at  the 
meeting  present  were  Foreign  Minister  and  member  of  the  Central  Committee  of 
the  Young  Turk  party  Talat;  members  of  the  Central  Committee,  leaders  of  the 
“Special  Organization”  Bahattin  ! akir  and  Naz!m;  head  of  the  Internal  Affairs 
Administration  for  Social  Security  Ismail  Janpolad,  and  Chief  of  the  Political 
Administration  of  General  Headquarters  of  the  Ottoman  army.  Colonel  Seyfi. 
Chief  of  the  Intelligence  Service  of  the  Ministry  of  Internal  Affairs  Colonel 
Esad,  the  secretary  of  the  meeting,  documented  the  resolutions. 

Below  presented  is  the  text,  published  by  Dadrian. 


472  The  print  of  “Tchakatamart”  [Battle]  see:  M.  Hovsepyan,  HYD  K.Polsi  parberakan 
mamuly  [ARF  periodical  press  in  Constantinople]  (1909-1924),  Yerevan,  2009,  p.  69. 

473  See  the  reissue  of  the  work,  published  in  Paris  in  1934:  Leo,  Tiurqahay 
heghapokhutean  gaghaparabanutiuny  [The  ideology  of  Turko-Armenian  revolution]. 
Volume  B.  Yerevan,  1994,  p.  151-152. 

Lately  in  Armenia  the  Armenian  translation  of  that  valuable  collection  has  been 
published,  where  presented  is  the  Armenian  translation  of  the  program.  See:  The  Great 
Powers,  Ottoman  Empire  and  Armenians  in  French  archives.  Volume  1.  Owing  to  Arthur 
Beylerian’s  assiduity.  Foreword  by  Jean  Baptiste  Duroselle.  Translated  from  French  by 
Varuzhan  Poghosyan.  Yerevan,  2005,  p.  27-28. 

473  V.  N.  Dadrian,  The  secret  Young  - Turk  Ittihadist  conference  and  the  decision  for  the 
World  War  I Genocide  of  the  Armenians.  - Holocaust  and  genocide  studies,  1993, 
Volume  7,  No.  2,  p.  173-201. 
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1.  Profiting  by  Arts:  3 and  4 of  Comite  Union  and  Progres,  close  all 

Armenian  Societies,  and  arrest  all  who  worked  against  Government  at 
any  time  among  them  and  send  them  into  the  provinces  such  as 
Baghdad  or  Mosul,  and  wipe  them  out  either  on  the  road  or  there. 

2.  Collect  arms. 

3.  Excite  Moslem  opinion  by  suitable  and  special  means,  in  places  as 

Van,  Erzeroum,  Adana,  where  as  a point  of  fact  the  Armenians  have 
already  won  the  hatred  of  the  Moslems,  provoke  organized  massacres 
as  the  Russians  did  at  Baku. 

4.  Leave  all  executive  to  the  people  in  provinces  such  as  Erzeroum,  Van, 

Mamuret  ul  Aziz,  and  Bitlis,  and  use  Military  disciplinary  forces  (i.e. 
Gendarmerie)  ostensibly  to  stop  massacres,  while  on  the  contrary  in 
places  as  Adana,  Sivas,  Broussa,  Ismidt  and  Smyrna  actively  help  the 
Moslems  with  military  force. 

5.  Apply  measures  to  exterminate  all  males  under  50,  priests  and  teachers, 

leave  girls  and  children  to  be  Islamized. 

6.  Carry  away  the  families  of  all  who  succeed  in  escaping  and  apply 

measures  to  cut  them  off  from  all  conection  with  their  native  place. 

7.  On  the  ground  that  Armenian  officials  may  be  spies,  expel  and  drive 

them  out  absolutely  from  every  Government  department  or  post. 

8.  Kill  off  in  an  appropriate  manner  all  Armenian  in  the  Army  - this  is  to 

be  left  to  military  to  do. 

9.  All  action  to  begin  everywhere  simultaneousily,  and  thus  leave  no  time 

for  preparation  of  defensive  measures. 

10.  Pay  attention  to  the  strictly  confidential  nature  of  these  instructions, 
which  may  not  go  beyond  two  or  three  persons.”476 

The  document  is  not  dated.  The  English  officer,  to  whom  Esad  had 
handed  it,  set  an  approximate  date  between  December  1914  - January  19  1 5477.  In 
the  light  of  the  facts,  known  today,  these  dates  are  acceptable,  since  in  February, 
signs  of  implementation  of  some  points  of  the  program  were  already  observed. 
Thus,  well-informed  German  Lieutenant-Colonel  Stange478  reported  that  on 


476  . N.  Dadrian.  The  Secret  Young-Turk  Ittihadist  conference  and  the  decision  for  the 
World  War  I Genocide  of  the  Armenians.  - Holocaust  and  Genocide  Studies,  1993, 
Volume  7,  No.  2,  p.  174-175. 

477  Ibid.,  p.  174. 

478  He  was  one  of  the  leaders  of  the  “Special  organization”.  See:  V.  N.  Dadrian, 
Documentation  of  the  Armenian  genocide  in  German  and  Austrian  sources.  New 
Brunswick,  1994,  p.  1 10.  The  military  rank  of  Stange  is  mistaken  here  for  colonel. 
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February  10,  deputy  director  of  the  Ottoman  Bank  of  Armenian  origin  was  killed 
for  “political  reasons”,  and  a few  days  before  or  after  - the  Armenian  bishop  of 
Erzincan479.  Then  dismissals  of  Armenian-born  officials  from  public  service 
began,  then  - disarmament  of  Armenian-born  private  soldiers  of  the  Ottoman 
army,  then  - arrests  of  officers480...  All  these  actions  were  included  in  the 
document  under  consideration. 

Some  scholars  assert  that  the  final  decision  about  mass  killings  of 
Armenians  was  made  by  the  Young  Turk  Central  Committee  in  the  middle  of  the 
same  month  of  19  1 5481.  This  is  indirectly  confirmed  by  the  published  by  Aram 
Antonyan  letter  from  the  Central  Committee  of  the  Young  Turk  party  to  the 
responsible  representative  of  the  Central  Committee  in  the  vilayet  of  Adana 
Kemal,  written  on  February  18,  where  it  said  that  a decision  had  already  been 
made  to  ruthlessly  extirpate  all  Armenians,  and  that  requisite  orders  from  the 
government  would  be  shortly  sent  to  governor-generals  and  army 
commanders482.  So  we  may  infer  that  in  the  frame  of  preparatory  work  for 
making  the  final  decision  on  the  Armenian  Genocide,  the  “10  Commandments” 
represent  the  phase  when  an  integrated  and  coordinated  program  of  acts  and 
measures  towards  fulfilling  concrete  tasks  was  completed. 

The  guilt  of  Talat,  Bahattin  ! akir  and  Naz!m  in  organizing  and 
perpetrating  the  Armenian  Genocide  has  long  been  known  and  documented,  and 
there  is  no  need  to  refer  to  it  yet  again.  Janpolad’s  Armenociding  activity  is  also 
well-known.  In  particular,  he  was  the  chief  responsible  figure  for  arrests  and 
exiles  of  the  Armenian  intelligentsia  and  the  representatives  of  other  social  strata 
in  Constantinople.  He  was  noted  for  his  inhuman  cruelty  and  bloodthirsty 
inclinations  even  among  his  own  party  members,  and  thus  had  earned  the  epithet 
“murderous  soldier”483.  English  officer  Andrew  Ryan,  who  interrogated  the 
arrested  Young  Turk  leaders,  admitted  that  he  felt  the  least  empathy  for  him 


479  Der  deutsche  Oberstleutnant  Stange  an  die  deutsche  Militarmission  in  Konstantinopel, 
Erserum,  den  23.  August  1915,  Geheim.  - DE/PA-AA/BoKon/170,  www.armenocide.net  - 
1 9 1 5-08-23-DE-0 1 3Geheim ! 

480  Ch.  J.  Walker,  Armenia:  the  survival  of  a nation.  London,  1983,  p.  200. 

481  Ibid. 

482  See  in  the  text  of  the  letter:  A.  Antonyan,  Metz  Votchiry  [The  great  crime].  Yerevan, 
1990,  p.  130. 

48,  O.  S.  Kocahano!  lu,  Ittihat-Terraki'nin  sorgulanmas!  ve  yargllanmas!:  Meclis-i 
Mebusan  tahkikat!,  Te ! kilat- ! Mahsusa,  Ermeni  Tehcirinin  igyuzii,  Divan-!  Harb-i  Orfi 
muhakemesi.  Istanbul,  1998,  s.  629. 
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compared  with  the  others484.  Mustafa  Kemal,  instead,  not  only  sympathized  with 
the  “murderous  soldier”,  but  spoke  highly  of  him  as  a “statesman”...485 

The  fifth  member  of  that  criminal  group  - Colonel  Seyfi  of  General 
Headquarters,  also  belonged  among  those  who  were  responsible  for  the 
Armenian  Genocide.  His  role  has  not  been  fully  disclosed  yet.  The  facts  bespeak 
that  he  headed  the  detachments  of  murderers,  the  so-called  fidais , who  acted 
within  the  scope  of  the  “Special  Organization”.  (This  was  confirmed  by  German 
Colonel  von  Lossof486.)  Yet,  due  to  his  vast  experience  in  secret  operations,  that 
murderer  managed  to  avoid  appearing  at  the  postwar  Ottoman  military  tribunal. 
After  the  war,  Seyfi  initiated  ! zealous  and  often  invisible  activity  at  various 
fronts  of  the  Kemalist  movement.  Thus,  he  was  among  the  leaders  of  the  secret 
“Hamza”  group,  active  at  the  Western  front,  which  goal  was  to  ensure  succession 
of  the  Young  Turks  and  the  Kemalists487;  thereupon,  he  commanded  one  of  the 
Kemalist  army  divisions,  stationed  in  Trabzon488. 

Of  all  the  members  of  that  criminal  group,  only  Seyfi  died  a natural  death. 
Talat  and  Bahattin  ! akir  were  shot  by  avengers;  Nazim  and  Janpolad  were 
convicted  of  preparing  an  attempt  on  Mustafa  Kemal’ s life  and  hung  in  1926 
along  with  a number  of  other  former  Ittihadists. 

Criminals  normally  try  to  conceal  the  traces  of  their  crime.  Such  was  the 
case  with  the  developers  of  the  Armenian  Genocide.  In  May  of  1915  the 
Ottoman  authorities  passed  a Law  that  was  to  serve  as  a “legal”  disguise  for  the 
premeditated  mass  extermination  of  the  Armenian  people,  or  genocide.  They 
failed  to  realize  that  said  Law  was  nothing  but  one  more  proof  of  their  felonious 
programs.  Indeed,  it  appeared  to  be  one  of  the  bloodiest  and  most  brutal  laws  in 
human  history.  In  special  literature,  devoted  to  the  history  of  the  Armenian 
Genocide,  it  is  often  referred  to  as  “Law  on  Deportation”489. 

The  prehistory  of  passing  that  law  is  brought  below. 


4X4  British  Foreign  Office  dossiers  on  Turkish  war  criminals.  By  Vartkes  Yeghiayan.  La 
Verne,  1991,  p.  52. 

485  O.  S.  Kocahano!  lu,  ! ttihat  -Terraki'nin  sorgulanmas!  ve  yarghanmas!:  Meclis-i 
Mebusan  tahkikat!,  Telkilat-I  Mahsusa,  Ermeni  Tehcirinin  igyuzii,  Divan-!  Harb-i  Orfi 
muhakemesi.  Istanbul,  1998,  s.  630  - 631. 

48f>  V.  N.  Dadrian,  The  History  of  the  Armenian  Genocide:  Ethnic  Conflict  from  the 
Balkans  to  Anatolia  to  the  Caucasus.  Oxford,  1995,  p.  220. 

487  E.  ! im!ek,  ! . Bahar,  Tiirkiye'de  istihbaratg ! 1 ! k ve  MIT.  Istanbul,  2004,  s.  186-187. 

488  E.  J.  Ziircher,  The  Unionist  factor:  the  role  of  the  Comittee  of  Union  and  Progress  in  the 
Turkish  National  movement,  1905  - 1926.  Leiden,  1984,  p.  128. 

489  Turk  historians  call  it  either  “Tehcir  kanunu”  (“Law  on  Deportation”),  or  “Sevkiyat 
kanunu”  (“Law  on  banishment”). 
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On  May  24,  1915490,  the  three  powers  of  the  Entente  - Russia,  Great 
Britain  and  France  - came  forth  with  a joint  note,  in  which  the  mass  slaughters 
of  Armenians  were  severely  condemned  and  qualified  as  “a  new  crime...  of 
Turkey  against  humanity  and  civilization”.  They  underscored  that  the  members 
of  the  Ottoman  government  would  be  recognized  as  personally  amenable  to  law 
for  that  crime491.  On  the  same  day,  the  French  text  was  submitted  to  the  “Hava” 
telegraph  agency  on  behalf  of  the  Foreign  Ministry  of  France,  and  was 
immediately  dispatched  to  Constantinople  and  Berlin. 

The  official  presentation  of  the  note  to  the  Ottoman  government  took 
place  not  long  after,  via  a third  party,  as  between  the  Entente  countries  and 
Turkey  diplomatic  relations  did  not  exist.  The  published  documents  allow  us  to 
retrace  the  entangled  progress  of  that  procedure.  At  first,  the  copy  of  the  note 
was  handed  via  US  Ambassador  to  Paris  W.  Sharp  to  State  Secretary  W.  Bryan 
in  Washington,  at  the  request  of  French  Foreign  Minister  Delcasset492.  It 
happened  on  May  28. 

A day  later,  on  May  29,  the  latter  telegraphed  it  to  US  Ambassador  to 
Constantinople  H.  Morgenthau493,  who  eventually  submitted  the  note  to 
sadrazam  Said  Halim  Pa!  a. 

The  response  of  the  members  of  the  Ottoman  government  to  the  note  was 
quite  hot.  Ambassador  of  Austria-Hungary  Johann  Pallavicini  reported  to  Vienna 


490  Here  and  hereunder,  all  the  dates  in  the  article,  except  those  specially  noted,  are  in  the 
Gregorian  calendar. 

491  See  in  the  text  of  the  declaration:  Notification  of  the  Department  to  the  "Hava”  agency. 
Urgent,  Paris,  May  24,  1915.  - Great  Powers,  Ottoman  Empire  and  Armenians  in  French 
archives.  Volume  1.  Owing  to  Arthur  Beylerians’  assiduity.  Foreword  by  Jean  Baptiste 
Duroselle.  Translated  from  French  by  Varuzhan  Poghosyan.  Yerevan,  2005,  p.  99. 

492  Sharp  - to  Secretary  of  State.  Paris,  May  28.  1915.  - Documents:  The  State  Department 
File.  - A.  Hayrapetyan,  «Race  Problems*  and  the  Armenian  Genocide:  The  State 
Department  file.  - Armenian  Review,  Spring  1984,  Volume  37,  No.  1,  p.  64 ; US 
Ambassador  in  Paris  Mr.  W.  Sharp  to  Foreing  Minister  Mr.  Delcasset,  Paris,  May  28,  1915. 
- Great  Powers,  Ottoman  Empire  and  Armenians  in  French  archives.  Volume  1.  Owing  to 
Arthur  Beylerians’  assiduity.  Foreword  by  Jean  Baptiste  Duroselle.  Translated  from 
French  by  Varuzhan  Poghosyan.  Yerevan,  2005,  p.  101. 

493  Bryan  - to  Amembassy,  Constantinople,  Washington,  May  29,  1915.  - Documents: 
The  State  Department  file.  - A.  Hayrapetyan,  «Race  Problems*  and  the  Armenian 
Genocide:  The  State  Department  file.  - Armenian  Review,  Spring  1984,  Volume  37,  No. 
1,  p.  65. 
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that  it  drove  sadrazam  Said  Halim  Pa!  a furious494.  US  Ambassador  H. 
Morgenthau  described  in  his  diary  Said  Halim  Pa!a’s  state  after  he  had 
familiarized  with  the  note  as  “very  much  annoyed”495. 

Turkish  historians  in  their  turn  gave  the  name  of  Internal  Minister  Talat 
Bey,  one  of  those  threatened  with  the  note,  as  by  his  orders  deportations  and 
massacres  had  started  and  were  in  progress.  The  latter  obviously  feared  lest  the 
whole  burden  of  guilt  should  be  laid  onto  his  and  only  his  shoulders.  In  an 
attempt  to  avoid  it,  he  initiated  a process  aimed  to  disperse  the  guilt  for  the  crime 
among  the  government  members,  making  it  a matter  of  collective  amenability, 
rather  than  his  personal496.  Worth  noticing  is  that  the  criminal  realized  very  well 
the  measure  of  his  responsibility.  Talat’ s unique  confession  on  that  subject  has 
been  preserved  in  the  memoirs  of  his  close  friend  Halil,  a leading  figure  in  the 
Ottoman  Empire  and  in  the  “Committee  of  Union  and  Progress”.  According  to 
him,  Talat  once  acknowledged  that  he  was  the  one  to  make  the  decision  about 
the  deportation  of  Armenians497. 

Following  Talat’ s initiative,  the  Turkish  leadership  hastily  passed  a series 
of  resolutions,  which  in  the  course  of  a week  ended  in  publication  of  the  “Law 
on  Deportation”. 

The  documents,  published  in  Turkey,  show  that  after  the  declaration  came 
out  on  May  26,  Chief  Commandment  of  the  army  addressed  the  Internal 
Ministry,  proposing  to  begin  the  deportation  of  Armenians  from  the  “eastern 
vilayets,  Zeytun,  and  other  places  with  overwhelming  Armenian  population”498. 
Turkish  historians  prefer  not  to  publish  the  photocopy  of  that  important 
document,  neither  do  they  disclose  the  full  text  in  Osmanli;  its  obviously 
distorted  version  appeared  in  the  monograph  by  the  late  ex-ambassador  Kamuran 
Giirun,  one  of  the  pillars  of  the  official  Turkish  historiography,  inclined  to  falsify 


494  Pallavicini  - an  Baron  Burian,  Constantinopel,  an  18.  Juni  1915.  - K.  u K.  - 
Dokumente:  Armenien  in  Osterreichischen  Archiven  (Fotokopien).  Band  II:  1915  - 1917. 
Herausgeber:  Artem  Ohandjanian.  S.  884. 

495  June  7.  Monday.  - [Henry  Morgenthau],  United  States  Diplomacy  on  the  Bosphorus: 
The  Diaries  of  Ambassador  Morgenthau  1913  - 1916.  Compiled  with  an  Introduction  by 
Ara  Sarafian.  Princeton  and  London,  2004,  p.  249. 

496  Y.  H.  Bayur,  Turk  !nk!lab!  tarihi.  Cilt:  III:  1914  -1918:  Genel  Sava! !,  K!s!m  III:  1915 
- 1917  vuru!  malar!  ve  bunlarin  siyasal  tepkileri.  Ankara,  1983,  s.  39;  Y.  Halajo!  lu.  Die 
Armenierfrage,  Klagenfurt,  2006,  S.  66. 

497  [Halil  Mente!e],  Osmanl!  Mebusan  Meclisi  Reisi  Halil  Mente!e’nin  an!lar!.  Giri! : 
Ismail  Arar.  Istanbul,  1986,  s.  216. 

498  See  the  text  of  the  document,  published  by  the  Turkish  historian  K.  Giirun:  K.  Giirun, 
Ermeni  dosyas!.  Ikinci  Bask!.  Ankara,  1983,  s.  213. 
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the  real  facts  of  the  Armenian  Genocide499.  It  seemed  that  the  publication  of  said 
document  would  convincingly  reassert  the  official  Turkish  version  that  the 
deportation  of  Armenians  was  an  operation  arising  from  merely  military 
necessity.  This  makes  us  think  that  Gtiriin  published  not  only  the  abridged,  but 
the  falsified  document.  The  latter  surmise  is  confirmed  by  that  the  document 
suggested  to  begin  the  deportation  of  Armenians  of  Zeytun,  while  by  the  orders 
of  Talat  it  began  back  at  the  end  of  March,  was  underway  all  through  the  month 
of  April,  and  besides,  the  regular  Turkish  troops  were  already  deployed  in 
Zeytun.  This  proves  that  the  abovementioned  document,  authored  by  Chief 
Command,  had  been  written  much  earlier  than  Gtiriin  wanted  to  present  it  - most 
likely,  in  the  period  between  April  - early  May.  The  reason  for  that  falsification 
might  be  that  the  document  contained  a reference  to  a “verbal  decision”  about 
deportation500.  In  our  opinion,  this  was  a deliberate  “oversight”  by  Enver,  since  it 
enabled  the  War  Ministry  to  avoid  the  responsibility  for  initiating  the 
deportation. 

In  response  to  that  note,  Talat  addressed  the  government  on  behalf  of  the 
Internal  Ministry  with  a secret  report,  demanding  that  the  Armenian  population 
of  the  war  regions  be  deported501.  This  document,  despite  the  series  of 
falsifications  and  lies  it  contains,  at  the  same  time  reasserts  the  genocidal  intent 
of  the  Turkish  authorities.  In  H.  Ghazaryan’s  translation  it  is  formulated  as 
follows,  “This  concern502  is  an  important  component  of  the  state’s  vital  efforts 
towards  its  radical  solution,  putting  an  end  to  it  and  getting  rid  of  it503.  We  have 
taken  care  about  the  means  and  the  preparedness  for  it,  and  we  keep  it  under 
control”504.  This  last  sentence  may  be  interpreted  as  a reference  to  the  “10 
Commandments”,  well  familiar  to  us. 


499  See  for  example:  Y.  Halago!  lu,  Die  Armenierfrage.  Klagenfurt,  2006,  S.  65,  or:  Y. 
Ercan,  Ermenller  ve  Ermeni  Sorunu.  - Yeni  Tiirkiye,  2001,  ocak-!ubat,  y!l  7,  say!  37: 
Ermeni  Sorunu  ozel  say ! s ! I,  s.  48  - 49. 

500K.  Gtiriin,  Ermeni  dosyas!.  Ikinci  Bask!.  Ankara,  1983,  s.  213. 

501  The  text  of  that  secret  report  in  Armenian  translation  was  first  published  by  the 
Genocide  survivor  and  ardent  researcher  Haykazn  Ghazaryan.  See:  H.  G.  Ghazarayan,  A 
Turk  - perpetrator  of  genocide,  Beirut,  1968,  p.  324-328. 

502  As  it  follows  from  the  context  of  the  document,  Talaat's  “concern”  was  the  striving  of 
the  Armenian  people  to  effect  reforms  in  Western  Armenia. 

503  The  translator,  considering  the  significance  of  this  paragraph,  cites  the  Turkish 
expression  in  Armenian  letters:  kulliyen  izalesi. 

504  H.  G.  Ghazaryan,  Tseghaspan  turqy  [A  Turk  - peipetrator  of  genocide],  Beirut,  1968, 
p.  325. 
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The  authorities  were  in  such  a panic  that  even  violated  the  regular 
procedure  of  passing  a law.  Without  convening  a session  of  the  government, 
without  discussing  Talat’s  report  and  without  the  requisite  resolution  of  the 
government,  it  was  hastily  passed  on  the  next  day.  May  27;  on  June  1 it  was 
published  and  enforced  immediately  under  the  title  “Temporary  Law  on 
Measures  to  Be  Taken  from  Military  Point  of  View  Against  Those  Who  Act  in 
Opposition  to  the  Government’s  Activity  in  Wartime”.  It  was  signed  by  the 
sultan  and  Minister  of  War  Enver505.  As  has  been  mentioned,  it  is  also  known  as 
“Law  on  Deportation”. 

On  May  30,  prior  to  the  promulgation  of  the  “Law  on  Deportation”,  a 
session  of  the  government  was  convened.  It  discussed  Talat’s  report  and  adopted 
a resolution  to  begin  the  deportation.  The  text  of  the  resolution  is  published506.  It 
is  entitled  “Protocol  on  Discussions  of  the  Council  of  Ministers”  and  consists  of 
two  parts:  “Brief  Description”507  and  “Resolution”.  The  document  is  signed  by 
several  members  of  the  Ottoman  government.  We  were  able  to  decipher  Grand 
Vizier  Said  Halim  Pa!a's,  Enver's,  Talat's  and  Nasmi's  signatures.  The  segment 
“Resolution”  also  contains  a statement  which  reveals  the  genocidal  intent  of  the 
Ottoman  government  - the  “necessity  to  completely  destroy  and  put  an  end”  to 
the  Armenian  movement  (“imha  ve  izalesi  kat‘iyyen  muktezi”)508. 

Let’s  turn  to  the  “Law  on  Deportation". 

Up  to  date,  many  aspects,  related  with  the  content  and  the  specifics  of 
publication,  remain  unclear  in  Armenia  and  abroad,  which  entails  contradictory 
approaches. 

One  of  the  controversial  issues,  for  instance,  is  the  date  of  passing  and 
publishing  the  Law.  Even  such  an  outstanding  scholar  in  Genocide  Studies  as 
Vahagn  Dadrian  brings  two  different  dates  of  publication  in  his  two  fundamental 
studies,  at  that,  both  incorrect.  The  first,  published  in  1995,  May  26  of  1915  is 


505  See  the  text:  Vakt-!  seferde  icraat-!  Hiikumete  kar! ! gelenler  igiin  cihet-i  askeriyece 
ittihaz  olunacak  tedabir  hakklnda  kanun-!  muvakkat.  - TakvTm-i  Vekayi',  18  Receb  1333  / 
19  May!s  1331,  7.  sene.  nr.  2189. 

506Meclis-i  Viikela  Miizakeratlna  Mahsus  Zabltname:  Hiilasa-i  me’ali,  17  May!s  1331.  - 
BOA.  Meclis-i  Vtikela  Mazbatas!,  198/163. 

http://www.devletarsivleri.gov.tr/kitap/pdf/2/17.pdf 

507  Obviously,  it  should  have  been  “Concise  description  of  the  discussion  of  the  problem”. 

508  Meclis-i  Viikela  Miizakeratlna  Mahsus  Zabltname:  Hiilasa-i  me’ali,  17  Mayls  1331.  - 

BOA.  Meclis-i  Viikela  Mazbatas!,  198/163. 

http://www.devletarsivleri.gov.tr/kitap/pdf/2/17.pdf 
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indicated509.  Four  years  after,  in  another  book  by  the  same  author,  we  read  that 
the  Law  appeared  in  the  press  on  May  27  of  1915510. 

Meanwhile,  the  Turkish  official  documents  evidence  that  the  first  date 
refers  to  Internal  Minister  Talat’s  mentioned  secret  report,  whereas  the  second  is 
the  date  of  passing  the  Law,  and  not  appearing  in  the  press,  which  happened  5 
days  later.  On  June  1 of  1915  it  was  placed  on  the  first  page  of  the  official 
“Takvim-i  vakayi”  newspaper.  This  clarification  is  important  because,  according 
to  Article  3 of  the  Law,  it  was  to  be  enforced  as  of  the  date  of  publishing. 

The  above  cited  mistake  occurs  in  a number  of  other  studies  on  the  history 
of  Armenian  Genocide.  Thus,  well-known  to  us  Haykazn  Ghazaryan  and  Levon 
Vardan  in  their  monographs  also  confuse  the  dates  of  passing  the  Law  and 
appearing  in  the  press511. 

The  dates  are  misrepresented  by  some  Turkish  historians  too.  Mehmet 
Hocao!  lu  mistakenly  wrote  that  the  Law  was  put  into  practice  on  May  14,  1331 
(according  to  the  Rumi  calendar  system  used  in  the  Ottoman  Empire’s  official 
paperwork)512,  which  coincides  with  May  27  of  1915,  whereas  the  Law  was 
officially  put  into  effect  as  of  the  date  of  printing  in  the  press,  which  was  June  1, 
1915. 

The  Turkish  historian  Ismail  Hami  Dani ! mend  also  mistook  the  dates  of 
adopting  the  Law  and  publishing  it.  His  four-volume  “Explanatory  Chronicle  of 
Ottoman  History”  has  been  a table-top  book  for  researchers  of  Ottoman  history 
for  decades  now.  In  volume  4,  the  author  wrote  that  the  “Law  on  Deportation” 
was  published  on  May  27,  1915,  confusing  that  date  with  the  date  of  passing  the 
Law513. 

We  come  across  yet  another  misrepresentation  in  one  of  the  books  on  the 
Armenian  Genocide  by  the  Turkish  historian,  residing  in  the  USA,  Taner 
Ak5am,  where  he,  giving  the  correct  dates  of  passing  the  “Law  on  Deportation” 
and  publishing  it  (May  27  and  June  1),  wrote  that  they  refer  to  the  governmental 


509  V.  N.  Dadrian,  The  History  of  the  Armenian  Genocide:  Ethnic  Conflict  from  the 
Balkans  to  Anatolia  to  the  Caucasus.  Providence,  Oxford,  1995,  p.  400. 

510  V.  N.  Dadrian,  Warrant  for  genocide:  key  elements  of  Turko  - Armenian  conflict.  New 
Brunswick,  1999,  p.  123. 

511  H.  G.  Ghazarian,  Tseghaspan  turqy,  Beirut,  1968,  p.  324-328.  L.  Vardan,  Haykakan 
tasnhingy  yev  hayeru  lqeal  goiqery  (Qnnakan  aknark  yst  trqakan  vaveragreru)  [The 
Armenian  Fifteen  and  the  abandoned  estates  of  Armenians  (Essay-Analysis  according  to 
Turkish  documents)].  Beirut,  1970,  p.  1 17. 

312  M.  Hocao!  lu.  Tarihte  Ermeni  mezalimi  ve  Ermeniler.  Istanbul,  1976,  s.  645. 

513  !.  H.  Dani!  mend,  !zahl!  osmanl!  tarihi  kronolojisi.  Cilt:  4:  M.  1703  - 1924  H.  1 1 15  — 
1342.  Istanbul,  1955,  s.  428. 
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resolution  on  beginning  the  deportation.  It  is  apparent  that  he  identified  the  “Law 
on  Deportation”  with  the  governmental  resolution  on  beginning  the  deportation 
of  Armenians,  which  is  incorrect514.  The  governmental  “Resolution  on 
Deportation”  was  passed,  as  was  mentioned,  at  the  session  of  the  Council  of 
Ministers  on  May  30,  i.e.  three  days  after  the  “Law  on  Deportation”  was 
adopted.  T.  Aktjam  was  conscientious  enough  to  correct  his  mistake  in  one  of  his 
later  books515. 

The  very  content  of  the  Law,  in  particular,  the  number  of  Articles,  needs 
to  be  clarified,  as  in  historiography  there  is  some  discord  about  it  too.  Very  few 
are  the  monographs,  giving  the  correct  number  of  Articles  of  the  Law,  which  is 
four.  Here  belongs  the  interesting  book  by  Armenian-born  American  Gricor516  - 
one  of  those  few  authors,  who  may  have  been  familiar  with  the  version  of  the 
“Law  on  Deportation”,  printed  in  the  official  “Takvim-i  vaqayi”,  which  explains 
his  correct  assessment  of  the  content  of  the  Law,  the  dates  of  passing  and 
publishing  it517.  The  same  may  be  said  about  the  renowned  Turkish  historian 
Tarik  Zafer  Tunaya518. 

Most  of  the  Turkish  scholars  prefer  to  underline  that  the  “Law  on 
Deportation”  contained  three  Articles.  They  also  do  not  mention  whose 
signatures  were  put  under  the  Law.  Such  was  the  approach  of  Esat  Uras519  and 
Kamuran  Guriin520,  the  pillars  of  the  Turkish  official  negationist  concept  as  to 
the  Armenian  Genocide. 

Subsequently,  the  distorted  version  of  these  popular  in  Turkey  historians 
was  put  into  circulation  and  accepted  unreservedly  by  quite  a few  Turkish 
scholars,  who  referred  to  it  in  their  research  work521  and  political  essays522.  Even 


114  T.  Akfam,  Turk  ulusal  kimli!  i ve  Ermeni  sorunu.  2.  bask!.  ! stanbul,  1993,  s.  109. 

515  T.  Ak§am,  !nsan  haklar!  ve  Ermeni  Sorunu:  ! ttihat  ve  Terakki'den  Kurtulu!  Sava!  !'na. 
2.  Bask!.  Ankara,  2002,  s.  317  - 318. 

516  Yeozghati  hayaspanutean  vaveragrakan  patmutiuny  [Documental  history  of 
Armenocide  in  Yoz!  at].  Prepared  by  Gricor.  New  York,  1980. 

517  Ibid.,  p.  37-38. 

T.  Z.  Tunaya,  Tiirkiye'de  siyasal  partiler.  Cilt  I:  ikinci  Meirutiyet  dbnemi,  1908  - 
1918.  Geni!  letilmi!  ikinci  bask!.  Istanbul,  1988,  s.  580. 

519  E.  Uras,  Tarihte  Ermeniler  ve  Ermeni  Meselsi.  Yeniden  gozden  ge§irilmi!  ve 
geni! letilmi!  2.  Bask!.  Istanbul.  1987,  s.  605. 

520  K.  Guriin,  Ermeni  dosyas!.  Ikinci  bask!.  Ankara,  1983,  s.  214. 

521  See  for  instance:  Y.  Ercan,  Ermeniler  ve  Ermeni  Sorunu.  - Yeni  Tiirkiye,  2001,  ocak- 
! ubat,  y!l  7,  say!  37:  Ermeni  Sorunu  ozel  say!s!  I,  s.  49. 

522  See  for  instance:  S.  Kaplan,  1915’teki  trajedi  i!te  bu  tehcir  kanunuyla  ballad!.  - 
Hiirriyet,  mart  3,  2005. 
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the  experienced  historian  Bilyal  ! im!ir,  who  has  attained  renown  of  one  of  the 
best  “researchers”  of  the  Armenian  Question  in  today’s  Turkey,  when  printing 
the  text  of  the  “Law  on  Deportation”,  neglects  the  fact  that  the  officially 
published  text  of  the  Law  contained  four  Articles,  and  confines  himself  to 
quoting  only  three523. 

Following  their  spiritual  fathers,  the  younger  generation  of  Turkish 
historians  keeps  on  disguising  the  true  content  of  the  “Law  on  Deportation”.  For 
instance,  Hasan  Babacan,  professor  at  Suleyman  Demirel  University,  employing 
tricks  of  “scientific”  jugglery,  in  his  reference  to  the  text  of  the  Law,  printed  in 
the  “Takvim-i  vaqayi”  on  June  1 of  1915,  cites  only  two  Articles,  having 
incorporated  the  content  of  Article  4 into  Article  2 and  left  totally  unnoticed 
Article  3524.  When  doing  so,  he  must  have  been  positive  that  the  issue  of  the 
“Takvim-i  vaqayi”,  dated  June  1,  1915,  would  never  be  available  to  non-Turkish 
scholars... 

Recently,  a new  approach  to  that  ill-fated  Law  is  being  observed:  official 
Turkish  historiography  simply  neglects  its  existence.  Such  was,  for  instance,  the 
attitude  of  the  group  of  authors  of  the  book  “Armenians:  Exile  and 
Displacement”,  published  by  the  Turkish  Historical  Society  (THS).  It  is  only 
noted  there  that  the  abovementioned  resolution  of  May  30  of  the  Council  of 
Ministers  “approved  the  resolution  of  the  Internal  Ministry  and  its  ongoing 
implementation”525.  Thereby  the  authors,  among  them  the  “leader”  of  the  new 
generation  of  “researchers”  of  the  history  of  Armenian  Genocide  and  President 
of  THS  Yusuf  Halaco ! lu,  tried  to  avoid  expressing  their  opinion  regarding  the 
Law  in  question.  It  is  apt  to  observe  that  Professor  Halaco!  lu  states  in  the 
“Introduction”  to  the  book  that  it  is  based  on  the  “principles  of  scientific  criteria 
and  study  of  history”526.  It  is  hard  to  comprehend  how  the  neglect  of  the  key 
official  document  on  Armenian  Genocide  correlates  with  the  “scientific  criteria”. 

Two  years  later,  in  another  book,  authored  by  Yu.  Halaco!  lu  alone,  he  not 
only  mentioned  the  “Law  on  Deportation”,  but  reproduced  its  content  - certainly, 
in  compliance  with  the  established  in  Turkish  historiography  tradition  of 
omitting  the  name  of  the  person,  responsible  for  enforcing  said  Law,  i.e. 
Enver527.  Unlike  his  many  colleagues,  when  speaking  about  the  Law,  Halaco!  lu 


52,  B.  N.  ! im!  ir,  Ermeni  Meselesi:  1774  - 2005.  Uijiincu  bas!m.  Ankara,  2006,  s.  299. 

'4  H.  Babacan,  Ermeni  Tehciri  hakklnda  bir  de!  erlendirme.  - Yeni  Tiirkiye,  2001,  ocak- 
! ubat,  y!l  7,  say!  37:  Ermeni  Sorunu  ozel  say!s!  I,  s.  410. 

525  H.  Ozdemir,  K.  (Jijek,  O.  Turan,  R.  Ual!k,  Y.  Halajo!  lu,  Ermeniler:  siirgim  ve  gof. 
!kinci  Bas!m.  Ankara,  2004,  s.  64. 

526  Ibid.,  s.  VII. 

527  Y.  Halago!  lu,  Die  Armenierfrage.  Klagenfurt,  2006,  S.  68. 
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made  references  to  works  by  historians  of  elder  generation,  such  as  Yusuf 
Hikmet  Bayur  and  Kamuran  Guilin  , and  to  the  official  “Takvim-i  vaqayi” 
newspaper  with  the  “Law  on  Deportation”,  dated  June  1 of  1915.  This 
notwithstanding,  he,  however,  did  not  name  the  person,  personally  responsible 
for  enforcing  the  Law,  confining  himself  to  a vague  remark  that,  as  a result  of  the 
Law,  the  “displacement  of  Armenians  was  shifted  from  the  Internal  Ministry 
onto  military  authorities”530. 

Investigation  of  the  Turkish  materials  enabled  us  to  find  out  the  source  of 
the  “tradition”  of  falsification,  adopted  by  contemporary  Turkish  historians.  It 
began  back  in  1916,  at  the  time  when  the  Armenian  Genocide  was  still  in 
progress.  The  Ottoman  government,  seeking  to  mislead  the  world  community 
and  avoid  the  potential  responsibility,  at  first  in  Turkish,  then  in  the  European 
languages  published  a massive  reference  book,  in  which  the  reality  is 
impertinently  falsified  and  an  attempt  is  made  to  shift  the  responsibility  for  the 
Armenian  Genocide  onto  Armenians.  The  distorted  text  of  the  “Law  on 
Deportation”  with  only  three  Articles  is  brought  there;  Article  4 is  missing,  as 
well  as  the  last  paragraph.  The  names  of  those  who  signed  the  Law  are  not 
brought  either531.  And  this  was  done  when  all  the  aforementioned  information 
was  available  from  the  text,  published  in  the  official  governmental  newspaper 
the  previous  year. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Ottoman  government  did  attain  its  goal.  Many 
of  the  contemporary  and  future  historians  based  their  works  on  the  version  of  the 
“Law  on  Deportation”,  placed  in  the  governmental  reference  book,  not  the  one  in 
the  official  newspaper.  Johannes  Lepsius,  eyewitness  and  researcher  of  the 
Armenian  Genocide,  was  one  of  those  who  did  so:  in  the  compiled  by  him 
German  diplomatic  documents,  he  included  the  version  of  the  Law  from  the 
French  edition  of  the  governmental  reference  book532.  Haykazn  Ghazaryan 
printed  the  Armenian  translation  of  the  three  Articles  of  the  Law,  also  based  on 


528  Y.  H.  Bayur,  Turk  !nk!lab!  tarihi.  Cilt:  III,  K!sim  3.  Ankara,  1983. 

3-9  K.  Giirun,  Ermeni  dosyas!,  Ikinci  Bask!.  Ankara,  1983. 

530  Y.  Halago!  lu,  Die  Armenierfrage.  Klagenfurt,  2006,  S.  68. 

531  Ermeni  komitelerinin  amal-i  ve  harekat-i  ihtilaliyesi  ilan-i  me!  rutiyetten  evvel  ve 
sonra.  istanbul,  1332,  s.  237-238. 

532  Deutschland  und  Armenien  1914  - 1918:  Sammlung  diplomatischer  Aktenstiicke. 
Herausgegeben  und  eingeleitet  von  Dr.  Johannes  Lepsius.  Potsdam,  1919,  S.  78. 
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the  aforementioned  version,  although  his  source  was  the  Turkish  edition  of  said 
book533. 

A question  arises,  what  was  such  approach  of  the  authorities  of  the 
Ottoman  Empire  conditioned  by?  The  Ottoman  official  documents,  presently  in 
circulation,  do  not  give  a clear  answer.  We  may  only  presume  that  it  is  because 
the  then  ruling  Turkish  elite,  namely  Enver  Pa!  a,  strived  to  shake  off  the 
responsibility  for  the  deportation  of  Armenians,  cost  what  it  might. 

As  was  mentioned,  the  mass  deportation  of  the  Armenian  people  had 
started  long  before  passing  and  publishing  the  Law,  and  it  was  carried  out  by  the 
initiative  and  under  the  guidance  of  Internal  Minister  and  the  factual  leader  of  the 
Young  Turk  party  Talat.  Interestingly,  Talat,  in  his  desire  to  evade  responsibility, 
wrote  in  his  memoirs  that  the  army  leadership  considered  the  Armenian 
population  as  representing  a danger  from  the  military  point  of  view  and 
demanded  to  begin  the  deportation,  while  he  personally  was  against  it;  for  that, 
he  was  accused  of  disloyalty  to  homeland  by  his  colleagues534.  As  he  presented 
it,  since  the  situation  was  getting  worse  and  worse,  and  the  army  was  able  to  take 
“necessary  measures”  even  without  a requisite  law,  there  was  “no  use”  in 
delaying  the  adoption  of  the  law  on  deportation535. 

Talat  maintained  that  the  text  of  the  “Law  on  Deportation”  was  drawn  up 
by  the  General  Staff  and  sent  to  the  government536.  His  narration,  however,  does 
not  make  clear  to  what  extent  the  draft  served  as  a basis  for  the  final  version  of 
the  Law.  Neither  do  the  recently  published  in  Turkey  official  Ottoman 
documents  shed  light  on  the  issue. 

Noteworthy  is  the  fact  that  not  a single  governmental  official  document, 
related  to  the  Law  in  question,  has  come  out  to  date.  Turkish  historians  have  only 
put  into  circulation  the  photocopy  of  the  first  page  of  the  “Takvim-i  vakay”, 
dated  June  1,  1915,  where  the  Law  is  printed.  It  is  hard  to  say  how  it  complies 
with  the  final  version,  adopted  by  the  government.  Whatever  the  case,  Haykazn 


533  In  H.  Ghazaryan’s  book  the  translation  of  the  Law  is  given  two  times.  See:  H.  G. 
Ghazaryan,  A Turk  - perpetrator  of  genocide,  Beirut,  1968,  pp.  69-70  and  180-181.  There 
are  differences  between  the  two  texts. 

534  [Talat  Pa!  a],  Talat  Pa!a’n!n  hatiralar!:  Sad!razam  Talat  Pa!a’n!n  tarihin  bir  50k  gizli 
taraflarin!  aydlnlatan  limdiye  kadar  ne!  redilmemi!  ! ahsi  notlar!.  istanbul,  1946,  s.63  - 65. 
It  is  necessary  to  take  into  account  that  Talaat’s  memoirs  were  published  altered  and 
edited,  which  fact  was  admitted  even  by  Yusuf  Hikmet  Bayur.  See:  Y.  H.  Bayur,  Ermeni 
Meselesi,  kaynaklar,  II:  hat!ralar.  - Cumhuriyet,  Sal!  / Cuma  Kitab!,  26  haziran  1998. 

535  [Talat  Pa!  a],  Talat  Pa!a’n!n  hatiralar!:  Sad!razam  Talat  Pa!a’n!n  tarihin  bir  50k  gizli 
taraflarin!  aydlnlatan  ! imdiye  kadar  ne!  redilmemi!  ! ahsi  notlar!.  Istanbul,  1946,  s.  65. 

536  Ibid.,  p.  63-64. 
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Ghazaryan  wrote  that  in  reality,  the  Law  contained  eight  articles,  five  of  which 
were  kept  secret537.  The  issue  needs  further  investigation. 

The  best  way  to  put  an  end  to  the  misrepresentations  and  confusions, 
brought  above,  was  to  publish  the  translated  version  of  the  official  text  of  the 
“Law  on  Deportation”.  It  only  proved  feasible  after  the  photocopy  of  the  official 
“Takvim-i  vaqay”,  dated  June  1,  1915,  became  available.  All  the  translations  into 
Armenian,  done  to  date,  were  based  on  distorted  versions538. 

The  official  version  of  the  “Law  on  Deportation”  documents  that  the  Law 
consists  of  four  Articles,  was  passed  on  May  27,  1915,  enacted  on  June  1,  1915, 
and  Enver  was  personally  made  responsible  for  the  enactment.  The  Law  is 
signed  by  Sultan  Mehmet  Re!  ad  V,  Grand  Vizier  Mehmet  Said  Halim  Pa!  a,  and 
Deputy  Commander  in  Chief,  W ar  Minister  Enver. 

The  translation  of  the  text  of  the  Law  is  given  below: 

Article  1 . In  the  wartime,  army,  troop  and  division  commanders  and  their 
deputies,  commanders  of  individual  positions,  upon  seeing  any  manifestation  of 
opposition  by  the  population  against  the  governmental  orders,  actions  and 
measures  towards  ensuring  the  defense  and  calm  in  the  country,  as  well  as  any 
attempt  of  armed  assault  and  resistance,  are  authorized  and  obligated  to 
immediately,  by  force  of  arms  and  most  rigorously,  bring  them  back  to  mind  and 
destroy  the  assault  and  the  resistance. 

Article  2.  Commanders  of  armies  and  individual  troops  and  divisions, 
based  on  special  military  laws,  at  suspecting  espionage  or  betrayal,  may  send  the 
residents  of  villages  or  townships,  singly  or  massively,  to  other  settlements  and 
resettle  them. 

Article  3.  The  Law  is  enacted  as  of  the  date  of  publishing. 

Article  4.  The  responsible  person  for  implementation  of  the  provisions  of 
this  Law  is  Deputy  Commander  in  Chief,  War  Minister539. 

I deigned  to  order  that,  in  order  to  ensure  lawfulness,  the  text  of  this  Law 
be  presented  at  the  session  of  the  General  Assembly540,  be  enacted  temporarily 
and  added  to  the  laws  of  the  state  power. 


537  H.  G.  Ghazaryan,  Tseghaspan  turqy,  Beirut,  1968,  p.  328: 

538  H.  G.  Ghazaryan,  Tseghaspan  turqy,  Beirut,  1968,  p.  69-70,  180-181.  L.  Vardan, 
Haykakan  tasnhingy  yev  hayeru  lqeal  goiqery  (Qnnakan  aknark  yst  trqakan  vaveragreru) 
[The  Armenian  fifteen  and  the  abandoned  estates  of  Armenians  (Essay-Analysis 
according  to  Turkish  documents)].  Beirut,  1970,  p.  117. 

539  These  posts  were  occupied  by  Enver  Pa!  a. 

540  The  joint  session  of  the  upper  and  lower  houses  of  the  Ottoman  Parlament  is  meant. 
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13  Recep  1333,  May  14,  1331541 


Re!  ad542, 

Sadrazam  Mehmet  Said543, 

Deputy  Commander  in  Chief,  War  Minister  Enver.” 

As  has  already  been  mentioned,  the  Law,  according  to  its  authors,  was  to 
disguise  the  genocide.  Yet  the  following  provision:  “Commanders  of  armies  and 
individual  troops  and  divisions,  based  on  special  military  laws,  at  suspecting 
espionage  or  betrayal,  may  send  the  residents  of  villages  or  townships,  singly  or 
massively,  to  other  settlements  and  resettle  them,”  reveals  their  striving  to 
employ  the  army  in  committing  genocide  against  Armenians.  This  Article  is 
consistent  with  the  fact  of  large-scale  involvement  of  the  Turkish  military  in  the 
genocide544. 

Having  analyzed  the  three  aforementioned  documents,  we  may  emphasize 
that,  in  essence,  they  are  nothing  but  a program  for  committing  Armenian 
Genocide  - a program,  adopted  by  the  Ottoman  government  and  ratified  by  the 
sultan,  thus  appearing  a law. 


THE  PROGRAM  OF  THE  KEMALISTS 

The  Kemalists  decided  to  accomplish  the  cause  initiated  by  the  Young 
Turks  - this  time  enslaving  the  Republic  of  Armenia  and  subjecting  to  genocide 
Armenians  in  East  Armenia.  About  this  evidences  the  official  document,  which 
detailed  analysis  is  conducted  below. 

The  document  was  created  in  November,  1920.  Its  prehistory  is  as 
follows: 

November  1920  proved  fatal  for  the  Republic  of  Armenia.  On  October  30 
the  Turkish  army  captured  Kars,  predetermining  the  military  defeat  of  the 
Armenian  side  in  the  Turko-Armenian  war.  The  weight  of  the  struggle  moved  to 
the  sphere  of  diplomacy.  As  a result  of  intense  multilateral  negotiations  of  nearly 


3 1 Corresponds  to  May  27,  1915. 

542  Sultan  Mehmet  Re!  ad  V. 

543  Grand  Vizier  Mehmet  Said  Halim  Pa!  a. 

544  See  about  it:  V.  N.  Dadrian,  The  role  of  the  Turkish  military  in  the  destruction  of 
Ottoman  Armenians:  a study  of  historical  continuities.  - Journal  of  political  and  military 
sociology,  1992,  Vol.:  20,  No.  2 (Winter):  p.  257  - 288. 
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one  month's  duration,  the  Treaty  of  Aleksandropol  was  signed  on  December  2, 
documenting  Armenia’s  military  and  diplomatic  defeat. 

The  Turkish  documents  of  that  period  are  of  key  importance,  since  they 
provide  information  about  the  real  goals  of  the  policy  towards  Armenia,  pursued 
by  the  “founding  fathers”  of  Republican  Turkey  and  taking  shape  on  the  ruins  of 
the  Ottoman  Empire.  Most  of  those  documents,  which  revealed  the  approaches, 
judgments,  as  well  as  the  modus  operandi  and  the  means,  applied  by  the 
politicians,  were  confidential,  therefore  the  authors  did  not  have  to  hide  behind 
roundabout  diplomatic  statements,  which  skill  had  long  been  mastered  by 
Turkish  governance  of  all  times,  hence  were  free  to  formulate  their  thoughts 
quite  explicitly. 

In  particular,  the  documents  irrefutably  evidence  that  Turkey’s  foremost 
goal  in  the  last  phase  of  the  war  was  to  destroy  Armenia.  According  to  the  clear 
statement  in  the  encryption,  sent  by  Ahmet  Muhtar,  Acting  Foreign  Minister  of 
Grand  National  Assembly  of  Turkey  (TBMM)  government,  to  Karabekir,  “It  is 
an  absolute  necessity  that  Armenia  be  politically  and  materially  removed  from 
the  arena”545.  This  is  an  unconcealed  statement  of  the  genocidal  intent,  directed 
not  as  much  against  the  people  as  the  country  where  said  people  resided.  By 
destroying  Amrenia  as  a state,  both  “politically  and  materially”,  the  Turkish 
nationalists  prepared  the  ground  for  physical  extirpation  of  the  surviving 
Armenians. 

Unfortunately,  the  Armenian  political  elite  was  unable  to  timely  discover 
that  intention,  which  fact  to  a great  extent  conditioned  Armenia’s  defeat  also  at 
the  political  front.  For  the  peace  negotiations  with  Turkey,  a delegation  was 
established,  headed  by  former  Prime-Minister  and  Foreign  Minister  Aleksandr 
Khatisyan,  who  later  in  his  memoirs  admitted,  “...Our  delegation  thought  that,  as 
the  Turkish  statesmen  would  continually  assert,  Turks  wished  to  see  the 
establishment  of  viable  Armenia,  which  would  be  favorable  for  their  own  state 

,,S46 

interests 

Below  presented  is  the  translation  of  that  important  document. 

Encryption  of  Acting  Foreign  Minister  Muhtar  Bey547 


545  Hariciye  Vekili  Ahmet  Muhtar,  ! ark  Cephesi  Kumandanl!!  !na,  Ankara,  8/11/1336.  - 
K.  Karabekir,  ! stiklal  Harbimiz.  Istanbul,  1959  - 1960,  s.  901. 

546  Al.  Khatisean,  Hayastani  Hanrapetutean  tzagumn  u zargatsumy  [Al.  Khatisyan,  Origin 
and  development  of  the  Republic  of  Armenia],  Athens,  1930,  p.  263. 

547  Ahmet  Muhtar,  later  on  took  Mollao!  lu  as  last  name  (1870-1934).  Diplomat,  Deputy 
Foreign  Minister,  in  1920-1921  often  substituted  for  the  first  Foreign  Minister  of  Kemalist 
Turkey  Bekir  Sami,  who  had  often  been  on  long  business  trips  abroad.  Was  Ambassador 
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to  Commander  of  Eastern  Front  Kazim  Karabekir  Pa!  a 

(November  8,  1920)548 
Ankara 
8/11/1336 


To  Eastern  Front  Command 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Armenia’s  proposal  of  armistice  at  this  moment, 
when  it  is  isolated  both  from  the  western  and  the  eastern  worlds,  is  aimed  at 
avoiding  the  impending  disaster.  Upon  gaining  strength,  Armenia,  naturally,  will 
strive  to  discharge  the  obligation  to  quit  the  relations  with  us,  imposed  by  the 
Treaty  of  Sevres,  as  well  as  jointly  with  Greeks  will  hamper  our  life  and 
progress.  It  is  impossible  that  Armenia,  being  located  in  the  center  of  the  great 
Muslim  circle,  would  ever  decline  at  its  own  convictions  the  obligation  of  a 
severe  gendarme  and  decide  to  fully  relate  its  fate  with  Turkey  and  Islamism. 
Because  of  that,  it  is  an  absolute  necessity  that  Armenia  politically  and 
materially  be  removed  from  the  arena.  At  the  same  time,  since  attainment  of  that 
goal  depends  on  the  potential,  which  our  might  provides,  and  on  the 
favorableness  of  the  overall  political  situation,  coordinated  preparation  of  the 
abovementioned  preconditions  is  quite  urgent.  Hence,  our  withdrawal  because  of 
a simple  armistice  Treaty  with  Armenians  is  beyond  discussion.  The  provisions 
of  the  armistice  to  be  submitted  to  Armenians  shall  be  directed  at  deluding 
Armenians  and  appearing  peaceful  before  Europe,  rather  than  at  withdrawing 
from  Armenia.  Yet  in  reality,  they  shall  be  aimed  at  step  by  step  preparation  and 
maturation  of  the  preconditions,  necessary  for  us  to  attain  our  true  goal. 


of  the  Ottoman  Empire  to  Greece,  the  Ukraine;  in  the  Republican  years  held  the  position 
of  Ambassador  to  Moscow  and  Washington.  Many  times  was  elected  delegate  for 
Turkey’s  Grand  National  Assembly. 

548  Kaz!m  Karabekir,  ! stiklal  Harbimiz.  Istanbul,  1959-1960,  s.  901.  The  document  is 
printed  in  Armenian  for  the  first  time.  The  Armenian  translation  of  some  passages  were 
printed  by  Ye.  Gh.  Sargsyan.  See:  Yervand  Sargsyan,  Hayadavutyun  [Conspiracy  against 
Armenia],  - Hayastani  ashkhatavoruhi,  1991,  No.  3,  p.  1-2;  Yervand  Sargsyan,  Davadir 
gortzarq:  Hayastan,  Rusastan,  Turqia.  [A  conspiracy:  Armenia,  Russia,  Turkey].  Yerevan, 
1995,  p.  170-171.  These  two  translations  differ  vastly  from  each  other  and  digress  from 
the  original.  Vahakn  Dadrian  also  referred  to  the  document,  having  printed  the  English 
translation  of  one  passage.  See:  . Vahakn  N.  Dadrian,  The  History  of  the  Armenian 
Genocide:  Ethnic  Conflict  from  the  Balkans  to  Anatolia  to  the  Caucasus.  Oxford,  1995,  p. 
358. 
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At  present,  it  is  an  absolute  necessity  to  demobilize  the  Armenian  army 
and  to  confiscate  the  arms,  thereby  to  deprive  them  of  the  possibility  to  restore 
their  military  structure.  Under  the  pretext  of  keeping  the  railways  under  control 
and  defending  the  rights  of  the  Muslim  population,  it  is  essential  to  establish  our 
military  control  over  the  entire  territory  of  Armenia  and  thus  to  keep  in  our 
hands  all  the  routes  connecting  Turkey  with  Azerbaijan.  The  goal,  mentioned 
above,  shall  be  attained  covertly  and  softly,  meaning  both  the  text  of  the  Treaty 
and  the  actions  proceeding  from  it  - to  appear  unfailingly  peaceful  in  the  eyes  of 
Armenians. 

The  adoption  of  the  principle  of  a referendum  on  borders,  stipulated  by 
the  first  point  of  the  conditions  of  armistice549,  sent  to  You  today  for  handing 
over  to  the  Armenian  government,  proceeds  from  our  wish  to  prevent  the  final 
demarcation  of  the  borders.  You  may  temporarily  accept  the  Brest-Litovsk 
borderline,  since  the  goal  set  is,  first  of  all,  to  receive  a written  proposal  from 
Armenians  concerning  the  border,  and  thus  to  avoid  reaching  a cul-de-sac  at  the 
talks.  Yet,  it  is  necessary  to  pave  the  way  for  never-ending  interference  under  the 
pretext  of  defending  the  rights  of  the  Muslim  minority,  remaining  on  the  other 
side  of  the  border.  Paragraphs  must  be  included  in  the  treaty,  that  would  ensure 
the  soonest  possible  confiscation  of  arms  from  the  enemy  and  demobilization  of 
the  army.  Special  efforts  are  needed  towards  stepwise  arming  of  the  Turks  of  the 
region  and  creating  national  armed  forces.  They  shall  connect  the  East  and  the 
West,  and  make  Azerbaijan  an  independent  Turkish  state  power. 

This  instruction,  containing  the  true  goal  of  the  government,  is 
confidential.  It  is  intended  only  for  You. 

Please,  inform  in  writing  about  complete  deciphering  of  this  encryption. 

Acting  Foreign  Minister 
Ahmet  Muhtar.” 

This  and  other  Turkish  documents  at  our  disposal  show  that  the  true 
conceptions  of  the  Kemalists  regarding  Turkey's  state  interests  are  diametrically 
opposite  to  what  the  Armenian  leaders  thought.  Mustafa  Kemal's  speech  at  the 
closed  session  of  TBMM  on  November  18,  1920,  is  important  for  disclosing 
their  true  goals.  Based  on  the  conclusions  of  General  Officer  Corps,  he  marked 
that  the  military  operations  against  Armenia  were  to  obtain  dry  land 
communication  with  Azerbaijan550.  This  refutes  the  “official”  interpretation  of 

549  The  document  to  be  handed  to  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  Armenia  is  meant. 

550  [Atatiirk],  Erzurum  Mebusu  Ismail  Beyle  Riifekaslnln,  Ermenistan  Sulh  ! eraiti 
Hakklnda  ! stizah  Takriri  ve  Hariciye  Vekaleti  Vekili  Muhtar  Beyin  Cevab!  Miinasebetiyle 
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the  reason  of  the  war  against  Armenia,  declared  to  the  world  in  Atatiirk’s  famous 
“speech”  later  in  1927:  “The  destructive  actions  of  Armenians  in  the  autumn  of 
1920  became  unbearable.  We  have  made  a decision  to  advance  on  Armenia”551. 

Some  well-informed  Turkish  authors  write  that  the  developer  of  the 
program  of  military  operations  against  Armenia  was  nobody  but  Mustafa  Kemal. 
Back  in  February  of  1920  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  “Caucasian  wall”, 
implying  Armenia,  should  be  destroyed  from  behind552.  The  unconcealed  pan- 
Turkist  aspirations  of  the  Kemalists  are  proved  by  the  abovementioned  document 
too.  It  is  apparent  that  the  secret  encryptions,  arriving  from  Ankara  under  Acting 
Foreign  Minister  Muhtar  Bey’s  signature,  first  of  all  reflect  Mustafa  Kemal’ s 
approaches  and  judgments. 

The  Turkish  documents  evince  that,  when  the  Turkish  leaders  launched 
the  war,  they  pursued  a somewhat  “humbler”  goal  - to  destroy  Armenia’s  armed 
forces,  not  Armenia  as  such.  This  is  documented  by  the  order  to  invade  Armenia, 
issued  by  Chief  of  General  Officer  Corps  Isnet  Bey  on  September  20.  He  wrote 
to  the  command  of  the  Eastern  Front,  “Our  paramount  goal  is  to  destroy 
Armenian  armed  forces”553.  The  order  also  said  that  the  document  was  based  on 
the  appropriate  resolution  of  TBMM,  approved  ££by  the  government. 

Thereupon,  having  inflicted  several  defeats  on  the  Armenian  army,  seeing 
that  Armenia  was  isolated  and  forsaken  by  allies,  the  Turkish  leadership  began 
revising  its  plans.  Said  process  can  be  considered  as  one  of  the  pivotal  moments 
of  the  Turko- Armenian  war.  It  lasted  a few  days  and  stirred  up  arguments  among 
the  leading  circles  of  the  Kemalists.  Turkish  sources  give  some  details  on  it. 

From  Kazim  Karabekir’s  recollections  it  becomes  clear  that  on  October 
31,  the  day  after  the  seizure  of  Kars,  he  related  the  details  of  the  victory  in  a 
dispatch  to  Kemalist  War  Minister  Fevzi  Pa!  a (£akmak),  indicating  in  particular 
that  the  loot  was  big  enough  to  wage  a ten-year  war554.  On  November  2,  two 
days  after  Karabekir  had  received  the  dispatch,  the  government  of  TBMM 


Sozleri.  - [Atatiirk]  Atatiirk’iin  T.B.M.M.  ag!k  ve  gizli  oturumlarlndaki  konu! malar!. 
Yay!na  hazirlayan:  Kaz!m  Ozttirk.  Ankara,  1990,  s.  322. 

551  Kemal  Atatiirk,  Nutuk.  Cilt:  II,  1920  - 1927.  istanbul,  1961,  s.  486. 

552  T.  B!y!kl!o!  iu,  Atatiirk  Anadolu’da  (1919  - 1921).  Ankara,  1959,  s.  19. 

553  The  unedited  version  of  this  interesting  document  is  published  by  Ismet  in  his 
memoirs.  See:  !.  Inonii,  Hatiralar:  1.  kitap.  Yayina  hazirlayan:  Sabahattm  Selek.  Ankara, 
1985,  s.  222. 

554  K.  Karabekir,  ! stiklal  Harbimiz.  Istanbul,  1959-1960,  s.  898. 
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addressed  the  Armenian  government  proposing  to  immediately  begin  peace 
negotiations555.  The  document  is  written  in  a delicate  manner,  free  of  any 
statements  of  ultimatum;  indeed,  it  is  nothing  but  a proposal  to  begin  peace 
negotiations. 

That  the  Kemalists  turned  to  Armenia  with  ! cautious  proposition  to  begin 
peace  negotiations  is  indicative  of  their  serious  fear  lest  Kars’  seizure  should 
entail  diplomatic  problems.  That  is  why  they  attempted  to  mitigate  their  claims 
on  the  Armenian  territory.  As  Ismet  writes  in  his  memoirs,  the  approaches  of  the 
political  circles  of  Ankara  to  Karabekir’s  army’s  swift  advance  in  Armenia  were 
not  uniform.  There  were  politicians,  who  assessed  that  march  as  detrimental  for 
the  future  comprehensive  and  final  victory556.  On  those  days,  a few  TBMM 
delegates  even  came  up  with  an  interpellation,  requesting  explanations  as  to  the 
expansion  of  war  against  Armenia  without  TBMM’s  permission557.  All  of  this 
comes  to  prove  that  controversies  regarding  the  further  actions  towards  Armenia 
had  crawled  into  the  Kemalist  leading  circles. 

But  hesitations  were  not  for  Karabekir.  He  was  convinced  that  penetration 
into  the  depths  of  the  Armenian  territory,  towards  Aleksandropol,  should  be 
continued,  and  only  after  that  peace  negotiations  might  be  launched.  And  he 
decided  to  act  on  his  own.  On  November  3 Karabekir  leaves  in  Kars  an  armed 
detachment  of  one  thousand  “volunteers”,  who  arrived  from  Sasun  a day  before 
to  join  the  regular  army  in  quest  of  loot.  With  the  combat-ready  divisions  under 
his  command,  he  launched  an  attack  on  Aleksandropol  to  capture  that  city  of 
huge  importance558. 

The  Armenian  troops  had  not  lost  their  combativeness  by  that  time.  On 
the  following  day,  in  the  battle  at  Kizilgapgah,  the  Armenian  army  offered  fierce 
resistance  and  inflicted  significant  losses  to  the  enemy.  It  was  not  until  nighttime 
that  they  left  their  positions  and  withdrew559. 


555  See  the  text:  Al.  Khatisean,  Hayastani  Hanrapetutean  tzagumn  u zargatsumy  [Al. 
Khatisyan,  The  origin  and  development  of  the  Republic  of  Armenia].  Athens,  1930,  p. 
245-236. 

556  !.  Inonti,  Hatlralar:  1.  Kitap.  Yaylna  hazlrlayan:  Sabahattin  Selek.  Ankara,  1985,  s. 
222. 

357  Siyasi  k!rg!nl!klar:  15  gun  gizli  tutulan  gorev.  - Terciiman,  4 may!s  1993. 

558  K.  Karabekir,  ! stiklal  Harbimiz.  Istanbul,  1959  - 1960,  s.  899. 

359  E.  A.  Zohrabyan,  1920  turq-haykakan  paterazmy  yev  terutyunnery  [The  Turko- 
Armenian  war  of  1920  and  the  Great  Powers].  Yerevan,  1997,  p.  273-274. 
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Karabekir’s  advance  had  not  been  preliminarily  coordinated  with  Ankara: 
here  is  what  he  wrote  in  his  recollections  about  the  assault  on  Aleksandropol:  “I 
notified  (underscore  mine  - R.  S.)  General  Officer  Corps  Command”560.  At  that 
moment,  he  might  not  be  positive  that  the  government  would  authorize  his 
further  aggressive  acts. 

The  reason  of  cautiousness  of  Ankara  was  the  foreign  factor.  The 
Kemalist  leaders  were  reckoning  with  the  positions  of  the  three  countries  - Great 
Britain,  Soviet  Russia  and  Georgia.  Undoubtedly,  most  important  were  Great 
Britain  and  Soviet  Russia.  However,  at  that  time  Georgia’s  stand  was  not  quite 
clear.  The  ruling  circles  had  the  suspicion  that  Georgians  would  take  advantage 
of  the  situation  and  seize  unprotected  Kars.  Especially  as,  according  to 
Karabekir,  on  November  3 he  received  an  ultimatum  from  the  commander  of  the 
Georgian  army,  stationed  in  Ardahan,  which  said  that  if  Turks  left  Kars  and 
passed  the  line  marked  by  Georgians,  the  latter  would  attack  them561. 

Taking  into  account  the  circumstances,  mentioned  above.  General  Officer 
Corps,  having  received  the  report  of  Karabekir  Pa!  a about  preparations  for 
advancing  on  Aleksandropol,  ordered:  “That  operation  is  dangerous.  Georgians’ 
assault  on  Kars  cannot  be  ruled  out.  Therefore,  it  is  necessary  to  return  to  Kars 
without  delay”562.  Karabekir  disagreed  with  that  order  of  General  Officer  Corps, 
did  not  submit  to  it  and  went  on  in  the  direction  of  Aleksandropol. 

This  exchange  of  encrypts  between  Ankara  and  Karabekir  took  place  on 
November  5.  As  a result,  the  Turkish  troops,  not  submitting  to  the  order  of 
General  Officer  Corps,  on  the  same  evening  occupied  positions  on  the  heights 
west  of  Aleksandropol,  representing  immediate  danger  to  the  city.  The  next 
morning  Karabekir  received  the  Armenian  government’s  offer  to  declare  an 
armistice,  which  was  sent  on  November  3.  Karabekir  communicated  it  to  his 
leadership  and,  before  he  would  receive  requisite  instructions,  offered  an 
ultimatum  to  the  Armenian  party  with  a number  of  demands.  The  next  day,  on 
November  7,  the  Armenian  party  accepted  the  conditions  of  the  ultimatum  and 
ceded  Aleksandropol  to  Turks.  Thus,  Karabekir’s  unauthorized  actions  were 
crowned  with  unprecedented  success.  In  fact,  the  war  was  over. 


560 

561 

562 


K.  Karabekir,  ! stiklal  Harbimiz.  Istanbul,  1959  - 1960,  s.  899. 
Ibid. 

Ibid. 
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This  success  of  Karabekir’s  accelerated  the  process  of  rewording  by 
Turkey’s  government  and  General  Officer  Corps  of  the  ultimate  goals  in  the  war 
against  Armenia.  Concisely,  it  was  presented  in  the  texts  of  two  ultimatums  on 
armistice,  submitted  to  the  Armenian  party563.  The  first  one,  dated  November  6, 
contained  less  rigorous  demands  than  the  second,  presented  only  two  days  later, 
on  November  8.  The  first  was  a result  of  Karabekir’s  “unauthorized  activity”, 
most  likely,  based  on  the  mentioned  note  of  November  2 from  Ankara  with 
relatively  delicate  demands,  while  the  second  was  written  after  the  leadership  of 
the  Kemalist  movement  had  reassessed  the  situation.  The  latter  was  based  on  the 
highly  confidential  encryption  of  Ahmet  Muhtar,  Acting  Foreign  Minister  of 
TBMM  government,  dated  November  8,  which  we  have  already  referred  to. 

It  would  be  instructive  to  compare  the  encrypted  document  with  the  one, 
signed  by  the  same  leader  on  the  same  date  - sent  to  Armenia  Foreign  Ministry 
and  containing  general  conditions  of  peace,  offered  by  Turkey,  the  latter 
representing  a document  of  diplomatic  nature,  designed  for  “external  use”564. 

Thus,  if  the  first  paper  specified  that  Armenia  should  be  destroyed  as  an 
independent  factor,  the  second  read  that  Turkey  would  do  its  utmost  to  provide 
Armenia  with  food  and  promote  its  economic  progress.  In  the  letter  to  the 
government  of  Armenia  it  was  indicated  that  “the  Turko-Armenian  border  shall 
be  an  issue  of  plain  statistics  and  referendum”,  while  the  encryption  explicated  to 
Pa!  a,  who  was  far  from  diplomatic  tricks,  that  the  goal  of  the  proposal  “ensues 
from  the  desire  to  hamper  the  process  of  demarcation”. . . 

Based  on  the  instructions  from  Ankara,  Karabekir  proposed  the  second 
ultimatum,  containing  extreme  demands. 

Characterizing  Karabekir’s  actions  during  the  Armeno-Turkish  war,  one 
must  not  forget  that  he  was  playing  a double  game:  showing  loyalty  to  Mustafa 
Kemal,  he  at  the  same  time  did  not  quit  his  relationships  with  one  of  the  Young 
Turk  leaders,  infamous  Enver  Pa!  a565,  who  was  quite  active  at  that  time.  In  some 


563  See  the  texts  of  the  ultimatums:  S.  Vratsyan,  Hayastani  hanrapetutyun  [The  Republic 
of  Armenia],  Yerevan,  1993,  p.  511-513. 

564  See  the  text:  Sulh  ! artlar!m!z,  Ankara.  8/11/1920.  - K.  Karabekir.  ! stiklal  Harbimiz. 
Istanbul,  1959-  1960,  s.  900. 

565  The  numerous  letters  Karabekir  and  Enver  had  exchanged  at  that  period  are  placed  in 
one  of  Karabekir’s  books:  K.  Karabekir,  ! stiklal  Harbimizde  Enver  Pa!  a ve  ! ttihat  Terakki 
erkan!.  Istanbul,  1967. 
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cases  he  even  fulfilled  Enver’s  instructions566.  Enver  in  his  turn  supported 
Karabekir  in  every  way.  In  particular,  Fuat  Sabit567  (A!  acik),  a Young  Turk 
member,  one  of  those  who  had  founded  under  his  guidance  the  “Turkish 
Communist  Party”  in  Baku,  acted  as  an  “orderly  official”  for  Karabekir  and  sent 
him  reports568. 

The  bulk  of  the  documents  we  have  contemplated  are  taken  from  the 
books,  authored  by  Kazim  Karabekir  Pa!  a,  commander  of  the  Eastern  front,  set 
up  to  wage  war  against  Armenia.  The  troops  under  his  command,  together  with 
armed  gangs,  invaded  Armenia,  causing  death  and  ruins  all  over.  For  that 
“heroism”  Karabekir  was  conferred  the  military  rank  of  ferik  (Lieutenant 
General)569,  while  after  the  war  he  was  awarded  the  “Medal  for  Independence 
with  Green  and  Red  Bands”570  and  went  down  in  the  official  history  of  Turkey  as 
“Conqueror  of  the  East”571.  The  Turkish  historian  Cemal  Kutay,  conspicuous  for 
his  independent  views,  had  given  a more  realistic  assessment  to  Karabekir’ s 
activity,  designating  it  as  “destruction  of  Armenia”572. 

This  ambitious  Turkish  Pa!  a was  not  content  with  the  awards,  conferred 
on  him  by  the  state.  He  decided  to  study  the  history  of  the  people  he  had  put  to 
the  sword  and  to  explain  them  “where  they  come  from  and  where  they  go”573.  He 
was  self-confident  enough  to  assert  that  had  familiarized  with  the  mass  of 


566  M.  Culcu,  Spekulatif  marjinal  tarih  tezleri.  6.  Bask!,  istanbul,  2000,  s.  281-282. 

567  D.  Avc!o!  lu.  Mill!  kurtulu!  tarihi  1836’den  1995’e.  istanbul,  1976,  s.  487. 

568  Doktor  Fuad  Sabit,  Kaz!m  Karabekir  Pa! a Hazretlerine,  Baku,  25  Teirinisani  1920.  - 
K.  Karabekir,  ! stiklal  Harbimizde  Enver  Pa!  a ve  ! ttihat  Terakki  erkan!.  Istanbul.  1967,  s. 
78-80. 

569  M.  Erat,  Kaz!m  Karabekir  Pa!a'n!n  Ermeniler  iizerine  harekat!  (1920).  - Kafkas 
Ara!  tirmalar!,  II,  1996,  s.  102. 

370  M.  Erat,  H.  Y!lmaz,  Kaz!m  Karabekir'in  hayat!  ve  Qanakkale  sava!  lar!ndaki  rolti.  - 
T.C  Canakkale  Onsekiz  Mart  Universitesi  E!  itim  Fakiiltesi  Tarih  O!  retmenli!  i,  4: 
Canakkale  Sava! ! Semineri,  2003,  s.  17. 

371  ! . Turan,  Turk  Devrim  tarihi  II:  ulusal  direniiten  Tiirkiye  Cumhuriyeti'ne.  istanbul, 
1992,  s.  202. 

572  C.  Kutay,  Karabekir  Ermenistan'!  nas!l  yok  etti?  Istanbul,  1956. 

373  In  1946,  when  the  Armenian  Question  became  an  issue  of  the  time  again.  Karabekir 
finished  the  handwritten  version  of  his  book  about  Armenians,  entitled  “Armenians: 
where  did  they  come  from  and  where  they  go”.  This  and  other  books,  authored  by  him. 
were  out  decades  later  under  the  heading  “Armenian  dossier”.  See:  K.  Karabekir,  Ermeni 
dosyas!.  Yayina hazirlayan  Prof.  Faruk Ozerengin.  Istanbul,  1994. 
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existing  literature  about  Armenians574.  The  “conclusion”  he  arrived  at  stands  out 
by  its  exceptional  cynicism  even  among  the  views,  expressed  by  different 
representatives  of  the  Turkish  elite  for  decades.  The  Turkish  Pa!  a,  who  had 
“penetrated”  into  the  depths  of  Armenian  history,  found  out  that  “there  are 
proofs  that  Armenians  derive  from  Turks”575,  and  demanded,  “Armenians  shall 
do  the  following:  they  shall  disseminate  love  for  Turks  in  their  press...”576. 

Such  Armenian-hater  was  entrusted  by  the  Kemalist  leaders  to  continue 
the  genocide  of  the  Armenian  people  and  destroy  Armenia. 

But  this  time,  the  plans  of  the  Turks  remained  unaccomplished.  True, 
Armenia  had  sustained  incredible  losses,  yet  was  not  “removed  from  the  arena”; 
it  was  integrated  into  the  Soviet  Empire,  owing  to  which  part  of  the  Armenian 
people  avoided  physical  extermination. 


374  K.  Karabekir,  Ermeni  dosyas!.  Yaylna  hazlrlayan  Prof.  Faruk  Ozerengin.  Istanbul, 
1994,  s.  29. 

575  Ibid.,  p.  40. 

576  Ibid.,  p.  42. 
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In  Lieu  of  Afterword 


COMPARATIVE  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  PROGRAMS 
AND  CONCLUSIONS 


In  modem  Genocide  Studies,  comparative  analysis  of  genocides  has 
become  a marked  tendency.  As  a result,  a special  attention  is  devoted  to  the 
methodology  of  comparative  studies.  In  particular,  a “matrix  for  comparing  and 
studying  different  cases  of  genocides”577  has  been  proposed.  At  the  same  time, 
no  comparative  studies  of  genocidal  programs  or  other  identical  documents, 
prepared  by  supreme  governmental  bodies,  have  been  conducted.  Hence,  neither 
does  any  appropriate  methodology  exist.  This  induced  us  to  propose  our  own,  the 
so-called  comparative-structural  method,  which  includes  both  elements  of 
comparative  analysis  and  analysis  of  concrete  texts.  This  provides  an  opportunity 
in  the  best  possible  way  to  consider  the  three  basic  components  of  genocidal 
analysis  - definition,  factual  material,  interpretation  - suggested  by  the 
American  sociologist  Steven  Katz578. 

Comparing  the  program  of  1915  with  the  document  of  1876  from  that 
perspective,  we  may  conclude  that,  during  the  four  decades  in  between,  the 
Turkish  elite  had  refined  its  skills  in  preparing  genocide  and  drafting  requisite 
programs  to  commit  it.  In  the  documents  of  1915,  the  destruction  of  a whole 
nation  was  programmed  to  be  carried  out,  employing  diverse  well -coordinated 
activities  of  respective  state  bodies,  guided  from  one  center.  Among  these 
activities  were  forcible  deportation,  meant  to  disguise  physical  extirpation,  mass 
destruction  or  forcible  Islamization  of  previously  selected  groups  of  Armenians, 
etc.  Also  specified  was,  which  particular  power  structure  was  to  carry  out 


377  W.  K.  Ezell,  Investigating  genocide:  a catalog  of  known  and  suspected  cases,  and  some 
categories  for  comparing  them.  - Remembering  for  the  future:  working  papers  and 
agenda.  Volume  III:  the  impact  of  the  holocaust  and  genocide  on  Jews  and  Christians. 
Oxford,  1989,  p.  2880  - 2892. 

378  S.  T.  Katz,  Quantity  and  Interpretation:  Issues  in  the  Comparative  Historical  Analysis 
of  the  Holocaust.  - Remembering  for  the  Future:  Working  Papers  and  Addenda.  Volume 
III:  The  Impact  of  the  Holocaust  and  Genocide  on  Jews  and  Christians.  Oxford,  1989,  p. 
2510. 
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extermination  of  which  particular  segment  of  the  population.  The  factor  of  time 
was  taken  into  account  too  - accentuated  was  the  necessity  to  act  simultaneously. 

Special  attention  was  devoted  to  measures  of  disguise  and  top  secrecy  of 
the  plan.  Noteworthy  is  that  the  mentioned  genocidal  acts  were  to  be  perpetrated 
not  only  in  Western  Armenia,  but  all  over  the  empire. 

The  1876  program  lacks  all  these  components.  It  contains  an  aggregate  of 
genocidal  acts  - in  today’s  understanding  - to  be  only  executed  in  the  territory  of 
Bulgaria.  The  means  of  implementation  and  the  necessity  of  coordination  are  not 
specified,  neither  is  the  time  factor  taken  into  account.  As  distinct  from  the  1915 
program,  the  aspects  of  secrecy  and  concealment  of  the  true  purpose  of  the 
genocidal  actions  are  overlooked.  Furthermore,  Russian  diplomatic  sources 
communicated  that  the  main  developer  of  the  program.  Midhat  Pa!  a,  did  not 
conceal  the  existence  of  such  program  and  “openly  spoke  about  it”579. 

Among  the  principal  differences  between  the  two  programs  was  also  that 
the  1876  program  was  adopted  as  a result  of  discussions  and  debates  at  a session 
of  the  government.  It  had  an  opponent  in  person  of  the  Foreign  Minister  of  the 
empire.  The  first  of  the  three  documents,  constituting  the  1915  program,  is  a 
result  of  a secret  meeting,  details  of  which  remain  completely  unknown  to  date. 
The  document  was  not  disclosed  not  only  to  public  at  large,  but  even  to  some 
members  of  the  government;  at  the  beginning  it  was  put  into  practice  in 
conditions  of  secrecy,  as  stipulated  by  the  last  paragraph. 

This  notwithstanding,  the  incredibly  brutal  massacre  of  the  peaceful 
Armenian  population  all  through  the  empire  was  impossible  to  keep  secret  long. 
The  governments  of  Russia,  Great  Britain  and  France  sent  a note  to  the  Ottoman 
government,  making  the  members  of  the  latter  personally  responsible  for  the 
perpetrated  by  Turkey  crimes  against  “humanity  and  civilization”.  The 
leadership  of  Turkey  - the  actual  authors  of  the  genocidal  program  - to  disguise 
their  crimes  and  avoid  responsibility,  represented  the  slaughter  of  Armenians  as 
deportation  from  war  zones.  On  Talat’s  initiative,  from  the  next  day  after  the 
note  had  been  published,  the  Turkish  authorities  began  undertaking  actions  that 
would  make  the  forcible  displacement  post  factum  appear  “legal”. 

Thus,  the  principal  organizers  of  the  Armenian  Genocide,  fully  conscious 
of  their  own  guilt,  in  the  first  phase  of  carnages  were  already  exerting  themselves 
to  avoid  responsibility.  From  the  genetic-contextual  analysis  of  the  presently 
known  documents,  reflecting  the  last  phase  of  making  a decision  on  the 


379  Vitse-konsul  v Filippole  - Poslu  v Konstantinopole  [Vice-Consul  in  Philipple  to 
Ambassador  to  Constantinople],  - AVPRI,  Fund  Kantselaria  MID,  1876,  file  25,  sheet 
160  rev. 
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Armenian  Genocide,  it  follows  that,  unlike  the  year  1876,  now  the  Young  Turk 
perpetrators  were  contemplating  falsification  of  the  reality  and  concealment  of 
their  actions  at  the  very  start. 

The  programs  contain  some  apparently  identical  provisions.  For  instance, 
both  in  the  1876  and  1915  programs,  the  necessity  of  total  extermination  of  a 
definite  social-professional  stratum  - Bulgarian  and  Armenian  teachers , is 
emphasized.  In  both  documents,  forcible  Islamization  is  viewed  as  an  additional 
instrument  to  eradicate  a nation. 

Generally,  the  1876  program  is  an  intermediate  phase  between  the  policy 
of  massacres,  widely  applied  in  the  Ottoman  Empire  against  Christians  as  a 
means  of  punishment,  and  the  policy  of  large-scale  genocide.  That  is  why  it  is 
“incomplete”  as  a document  determining  concrete  genocidal  actions.  Whereas 
the  paragraphs  of  the  1915  program  clearly  determine  the  goals  and  the 
thoroughly  elaborated  in  conditions  of  secrecy  actions  towards  their  attainment. 
The  state  program  of  1915  makes  apparent  that  the  Turkish  elite  “mastered”  the 
skills  in  organizing  mass  slaughters  of  representatives  of  other  ethnicities  and 
confessions,  and  in  that  aspect  that  document  can  be  only  juxtaposed  with  the 
documents,  planning  the  genocide  of  Jews  in  Nazi  Germany.  In  any  case,  it  is 
one  of  the  most  atrocious  documents  of  the  last  century,  a condensed 
manifestation  of  absolute  evil. 

Between  the  documents  of  genocidal  nature,  analyzed  by  us,  there  is  yet 
another  principal  difference.  The  one  from  1876  offered  radical  means  to  react  to 
the  ongoing  Bulgarian  armed  rebellion,  while  that  from  1915  is  a result  of 
preparatory  work  of  long  years,  launched  back  in  19  1 0580;  no  armed  rebellion  of 
Armenians  was  underway  at  that  time  in  the  Ottoman  Empire.  Besides,  from  the 
1890s,  the  Turkish  powers  had  been  practicing  the  severest  means  of 
perpetrating  Armenian  massacres,  so  in  1915  they  certainly  took  advantage  of 
the  “experience”.  With  Bulgarians  such  experience  was  but  limited. 

The  program  of  1876  was  not  fully  realized.  Despite  the  fact  that  the  April 
insurgence  was  severely  suppressed,  Bulgarians  still  resided  in  their  own 
territory,  and  shortly  were  able  to  build  up  prerequisites  for  becoming 
independent.  The  1915  program  had  been  “a  great  success”,  since  the  Armenian 
people  was  totally  eradicated  from  the  bigger  part  of  its  historic  homeland. 

Year  1920  stands  apart  because  the  target  was  not  a subject  people,  but  an 
independent  state,  which  factual  destruction  would  lead  to  physical  annihilation 


5S0  See:  R.  Safrastyan,  Inchpes  er  nakhapatrastvum  tseghaspanutyuny:  yeritturqery  1910  t. 
[How  the  genocide  was  prepared:  Young  Turks  in  1910].  - Iran-Name,  Arevelagitakan 
handes,  1997,  4-5-7,  p.  7. 
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of  the  remaining  Armenians,  thereby  “remove  the  wall”  and  establish  a through 
access  to  Azerbaijan  - part  of  the  “Muslim  world”.  That  would  continue  and 
accomplish  the  policy  of  Armenian  Genocide. 

In  the  abovementioned  document  Armenia’s  “removal  from  the  arena” 
was  grounded  as  follows,  “It  is  impossible  that  Armenia,  being  located  in  the 
center  of  the  great  Muslim  circle...  decline  at  its  own  convictions  the  obligation 
of  a severe  gendarme  and  decide  to  fully  relate  its  fate  with  Turkey  and 
Islamism”581.  In  another  place  of  the  same  document  it  said  that  “keeping  in  our 
hands  all  the  roads,  connecting  Turkey  with  Azerbaijan,”  was  essential582.  These 
statements  explicate  the  motivation  of  the  Kemalists’  genocidal  program. 

Described  are  also  the  means  to  attain  the  goal:  force  and  diplomacy. 
Thus,  the  encryption  underlined,  “At  present,  it  is  an  absolute  necessity  to 
demobilize  the  Armenian  army  and  confiscate  the  arms,  thereby  making 
impossible  the  restoration  of  its  military  structure.  Under  the  pretext  of  keeping 
the  railways  under  control  and  defending  the  rights  of  the  Muslim  population,  it 
is  necessary  to  establish  military  control  over  the  entire  territory  of  Armenia”583. 
In  another  passage  we  read:  “You  may  temporarily  accept  the  Brest-Litovsk 
borderline,  since  the  goal  set,  is  first  of  all,  to  receive  a written  proposal  from 
Armenians  concerning  the  border,  and  thus  to  avoid  reaching  a cul-de-sac  at  the 
talks.  Yet,  it  is  necessary  to  pave  the  way  for  never-ending  interference  under  the 
pretext  of  defending  the  rights  of  the  Muslim  minority,  remaining  on  the  other 
side  of  the  border”584. 

The  encryption  also  reveals  the  ideological  background  of  the  Kemalist 
policy.  Having  adopted  the  political  preferences  of  the  Young  Turks,  they  relied 
on  the  ideological-political  teaching  of  pan-Turkism:  “Special  efforts  should  be 
exerted  towards  deliberate  arming  of  Turkic  peoples  of  the  region  and  creating 
national  armed  forces.  They  will  connect  the  East  and  the  West  and  make 
Azerbaijan  an  independent  Turkic  state”585. 

Some  statements  in  the  document  evince  that  the  authors  paid  special 
attention  to  disguising  their  criminal  actions.  In  the  encryption  we  read:  “The 
goal  mentioned  above  shall  be  attained  covertly  and  softly,  meaning  both  the  text 
of  the  Treaty  and  the  actions  proceeding  from  it  - to  appear  ever  peaceful  in  the 
eyes  of  Armenians”58  . In  another  passage  of  the  document  the  striving  to 
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disguise  the  reality  is  more  open:  “The  provisions  of  the  armistice  to  be 
submitted  to  Armenians  shall  be  oriented  towards  deluding  Armenians  and 
appearing  peaceful  before  Europe,  rather  than  withdrawing  from  Armenia.  In 
reality,  they  shall  be  aimed  at  stepwise  preparation  and  maturation  of 
preconditions  for  attaining  our  true  goal”587. 

The  program  drawn  up  by  the  Kemalists  bespeaks  that  they  had  done  their 
best  to  learn  the  “genocide”  lessons,  delivered  by  the  Young  Turks.  Furthermore, 
they  demonstrated  even  greater  “skills”,  ready  to  export  the  genocidal  policy  and 
to  implement  it  beyond  their  borders,  against  an  independent  state.  The  latter 
circumstance  compelled  them  to  be  more  resourceful  in  disguising  the  crime. 

Summing  up  the  results  of  the  analysis  conducted,  we  can  note  that  the 
existence  of  genocidal  programs  against  two  different  nations,  programs,  separated 
by  a time  period  of  over  four  decades,  proves  that  the  ruling  circles  in  the  Ottoman 
Empire  regarded  the  policy  of  genocide  - deportation  being  a version  of  it  - as  a 
radical  means  of  transformation  of  the  multi-ethnic  and  multi-confessional  empire 
into  a homogeneous  state,  and  maintaining  its  territorial  integrity,  whereas  the  guided 
by  Kemal  Turkish  nationalists,  who  had  rebelled  against  the  sultan’s  imperial 
government,  were  ready  to  also  apply  the  genocidal  policy  against  an  independent 
state.  In  essence,  preparation  and  implementation  of  the  crime  of  genocide  became  an 
integral  part  of  state  functions.  According  to  some  scholars,  in  cases  like  that  in 
question  we  may  even  speak  about  certain  persistence  in  pursuing  genocidal  goals, 
shown  by  the  governing  elite  of  the  given  state  power  for  years,  even  if  said  goals 
were  not  always  formulated  properly588. 

This  conclusion  reinforces  the  position  of  those  researchers,  who  suggest 
characterizing  the  Ottoman  Empire  during  the  last  half-century  of  its  history  as  a 
“genocidal”  and  “criminal”  state.  This  approach  is  shared  by  such  renowned 
specialists  in  Genocide  Studies  as  Leo  Kuper589,  Irving  Louis  Horowits590,  Yv 
Ternon591,  and  others.  We  also  support  this  approach59". 


388  F.  Chalk,  Definitions  of  genocide  and  their  implications  for  prediction  and  prevention. 
- Remembering  for  the  future:  working  papers  and  agenda.  Volume  III:  The  impact  of  the 
holocaust  and  genocide  on  Jews  and  Christians.  Oxford,  1989,  p.  2382. 

389  L.  Kuper,  Genocide:  its  political  use  in  the  twentieth  century.  New  Haven  and  London, 
1981. 

590  I.  L.  Horowitz,  Taking  lives:  genocide  and  state  power.  New  Brunswick-London, 
1997. 

591  Y.  Ternon,  L'Etat  criminel:  les  genocides  du  XXe  siecle,  Paris,  1995. 
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At  the  same  time,  the  comparative-structural  analysis  and  identification  of 
the  regularities  of  transformation  of  their  concepts  over  time,  exemplified  by  the 
genocidal  programs,  drawn  up  at  state  level  in  the  Ottoman  Empire,  enables  us  to 
lay  foundation  for  a serious  scientific  investigation  of  a number  of  significant 
conceptual  issues  of  genesis  of  a “genocidal”  state.  Thus,  specified  is  the  role  of 
the  ruling  party.  If  it  is  authoritarian  and  with  seizing  the  power  equates  itself  to 
the  state,  disregards  the  principles  of  democracy  and  creates  a despotic  system  of 
management,  as  the  “Committee  of  Union  and  Progress”  had  done593,  then  even 
in  conditions  of  presence  of  oppositional  parties,  the  chances  to  develop  a 
political  trend  other  than  genocidal  are  insignificant594.  As  was  shown  in  the 
previous  chapters,  the  Turkish  opponents  of  the  Ottoman  Empire  - the  “New 
Ottomans”,  the  Young  Turks,  the  Kemalists,  right  after  coming  into  power,  were 
undertaking  drafting  of  programs  of  genocidal  nature. 

The  most  important  conclusion  of  this  monograph  is  that  in  the  Ottoman 
Empire,  preparation  and  implementation  of  the  crime  of  genocide  constituted  a 
significant  segment  of  the  functions  of  the  state  power.  Certain  elements  of  such 
modus  operandi  passed  via  the  Kemalists  to  republican  Turkey. 


192  R.  Safrastyan,  Tseghaspanutyan  akunqnery  mijnadaryan  Osmanyan  kaysrutyunum. 
[Sources  of  genocide  in  the  Ottoman  Empire].-  Patma-banasirakan  handes,  1998,  No.  1-2 
(147-148),  p.  105-112. 

593  R.  Saffastian,  The  political  party  and  genocide:  the  Committee  of  Union  and  Progress  at 
the  threshold  of  the  "Final  Solution".  - Problems  of  genocide:  proceedings  of  the 
international  conference  on  “Problems  of  Genocide”,  April  21-23,  1995,  Toronto,  1997,  p. 
191  - 200.  R.  Safrastyan,  Inchpes  er  nakhapatrastvum  tseghaspanutyuny:  yeritturqery  1910  t. 
- Iran-Name,  Arevelagitakan  handes.  1997,  No.  4-5-7,  p.  7. 
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TRANSLITERATIONS 


Russian-English: 
e - ye  / e 
! - yo  / e 
! -zh 

! - y / iy  (-!!)/  yi  (-!  !)/ 
! -kh 
! -ts 
! - sch 
! - yu  / u 
! - ya  / ia  / a 

Armenian-English: 

A-y 

A-zh 

E-kh 

f-tz 

O-dz 

O-gh 

x -tj 

U-y/i 

e - it 

6 - ts 


Bulsarian-Eii  glish : 

! -y 

! - sht 
! - kh 
! -y/i 
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